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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATJYES-Tuesday, June 25, 1991 
The House met at 12 noon. 
Imam Siraj Wahaj, member, Amer

ican Muslim Council, Washington, DC, 
offered the following prayer: 

In the name of God, most gracious, 
most merciful~ 

Praise belongs to Thee alone, Oh 
God, Lord, and Creator of all the 
worlds; · 

Praise belongs to Thee who shaped us 
and colored us in the wombs of our 
mothers; colored us black and white, 
brown, red, and yellow; 

Praise belongs to Thee, who created 
us from males and females and made us 
into nations and tribes that we may 
know each other; 

Most gracious, most merciful, all 
knowing, all wise, just God; 

Master of the day of judgment, Thee 
alone do we worship and from Thee 
alone do we seek help; 

Guide the leaders of this Nation, who 
have been given a great responsibility 
in worldly affairs, guide them and 
grant them righteousness and wisdom; 

Guide them and us on the straight 
path, the ·path of those whom Thou 
hast bestowed Thy favors, the path of 
Your inspired servants, the path of 
Noah, Abraham, Moses, Jesus, and Mu
hammad; 

Guide them and us not on the path of 
the disobedient ones who have earned 
Your wrath and displeasure. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

South Carolina [Mr. TALLON] will 
please come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. TALLON led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed bills and a 
concurrent resolution of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 1106. An act to amend the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act to strength
en such Act, and for other purposes, 

S. 1204. An act to amend title 23, United 
States Code, and for other purposes; and 

S. Con. Res. 49. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the use of the rotunda of the Cap
itol for the unveiling of the portrait bust of 
President George Bush on June 27, 1991. 

WELCOME TO THE LEADER OF 
MASJID AL-TAQW A, SIRAJ 
WAHAJ, IMAM 
(Mr. RAHALL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, it is an 
honor for me to welcome to the House 
Chamber as guest chaplain, the Imam 
of Masjid al-Taqwa, Siraj Wahaj, of 
Brooklyn, NY. 

He is the first Muslim leader to work 
in cooperation with the New York City 
Police Department, and he is nation
ally known for his leadership in estab
lishing a drug-free zone in his drug
laden neighborhood of Bedford
Stuyvesant in Brooklyn. Siraj Wahaj 
works well within the community in 
which he was born, and where he has 
lived for 41 years. 

Siraj Wahaj's leadership extends far 
beyond his local community. In addi
tion to being a member of the Masjid 
al-Shura, the consultative committee 
of New York City, he serves on the ad
visory board of the Islamic Society of 
North America, and is a member of the 
board of directors of the American 
Muslim Council in Washington, DC. 

Siraj Wahaj was one of the first Mus
lims to address Christians from the 
pulpit. His weekly radio program on 
WWRL-AM is popular with non-Mus
lims as well as with Muslims. 

As he prayed for the Members of this 
body today, and the people we rep
resent, I know his words entered the 
minds and will remain in the hearts of 
all those within the sound of his voice 
and the reading of his words. 

WHOSE OCTOBER SURPRISE? 
(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
a Member of the other body called for 
an investigation of charges about an 
alleged deal between Reagan campaign 
aides and Iran in 1980. This alleged deal 
would have kept American hostages in 
Iran until Ronald Reagan was elected 
President. The junior Senator from 

Tennessee said: "Some deals should 
never be made * * * whether arms for 
hostages or hostages for elections." 

Based on information currently 
available, I know of no reason such an 
investigation should be undertaken. 
But if an investigation of an "October 
surprise" is held in the House, I am 
going to insist that the first matter to 
be investigated is the secret arms deal 
with Iran that President Jimmy Carter 
attempted on October 11, 1980. 

Mr. Gary Sick, formerly a National 
Security aide to President Carter, has 
provided interesting, if incomplete, de
tails about the arms-for-hostages swap 
attempted by the Carter administra
tion during Carter's ultimately futile 
bid for reelection. Much more needs to 
be known. 

To my knowledge, no Member of Con
gress was informed or consulted about 
this secret deal, and I do not recall 
President Carter telling the American 
people the specific details of the deal 
during the campaign. Why? Are there 
some facts about that secret deal the 
Carter administration still does not 
want to be made public? 

In summary, Mr. Speaker, every sin
gle aspect of the Carter secret arms 
deal should be investigated if the 
House is intent upon looking into the 
"October surprise" issue. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will re

ceive nine more requests on each side 
for 1-minute statements. 

MEDICAL WORKERS SHOULD BE 
TESTED FOR AIDS 

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, Satur
day's New York Times carried an arti
cle and excerpts of a letter from Kim
berly Bergalis of Fort Pierce, FL, to 
Florida State health authorities. It 
was a poignant letter because Kimberly 
in that letter describes how she is 
dying of AIDS contracted from her den
tist. She describes how she has lost 
weight and developed sores, blisters, 
and fungus in her mouth. 

Beyond the poignancy of the letter, 
it is also an angry letter, because her 
dentist, Dr. Acer, did not tell Kimberly 
he had AIDS, nor did he tell at least 
four other people who contracted AIDS 
from him. He did, however, tell Florida 
health authorities who, also, did not 
inform his patients of his condition. 
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Mr. Speaker, it appears to me that 

all medical personnel, dentists, physi
cians, or any people who provide health 
care to us, ought to be tested periodi
cally for the HIV virus. If they are in
fected, they should not perform any 
invasive medical procedures, and if 
they are infected, they should tell their 
patients and let their patients decide if 
they wish noninvasive procedures per
formed upon them. 

Mr. Speaker, it is terrible to have 
AIDS. It is even worse to convey it to 
unsuspective people without their hav
ing notice. 

A TRIBUTE TO LEONARD MILLER 
ON ms 86TH BIRTHDAY 

(Mr. McEWEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, life is 
lived with happiness by the givers, and 
one of the things that makes this Con
gress function as well as it does is the 
giving people that we have here. 

Tomorrow we celebrate the 86th 
birthday of Leonard Miller. Leonard 
works in the House dining room down
stairs very faithfully. He and his wife, 
Hilda Jane, raised 2 children, but above 
and beyond that, throughout a lifetime 
of giving, they were foster parents to 
over 112 young Washingtonians. 

Leonard was born in Charlotte, NC, 
on June 26, 1905. He continues to serve 
his country and us with distinction. On 
behalf of grateful Members of Congress, 
to Leonard Miller, we say, "Happy 
Birthday." 
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JAPANESE BURNT RICE 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, on 
one hand, Japan reached into TRW and 
fired Pat Choate, the author of the 
book, "Agents of Influence." On the 
other hand, two crooked Japanese busi
nessmen resigned because of a scandal. 

Now, think about it: a scandal in 
Tokyo, and Wall Street takes a bath. 
Think about it: When Japan wants to 
silence a Japan basher, they reach into 
corporate American and have him 
fired. 

Listen here, folks: It has gotten so 
bad that when corporate Japan stirs its 
wok, Wall Street begins to smell the 
burn rice. But it is not just the smell
ing of burnt rice on Wall Street that 
has me worried; it is that the American 
worker, and people like Pat Choate, 
have to eat that burnt rice. 

To the Members of Congress the 
American workers are saying, nothing 
tastes worse or smells worse than that 
burnt rice. 

THANK YOU, JOHN SUNUNU 
(Mr. GALLEGLY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, on 
May 16 of this year-after I had spent 
an increasingly frustrating week try
ing to persuade the INS to follow its 
own rules and allow two of my con
stituents to bring home their adopted 
baby from Romania-! called Gov. 
John Sununu for help. 

The very next day, the INS relented 
and approved the visa, and within a 
week, my constituents, George and 
Shirley Suffern, were at home with 
their new baby, Alyssa. 

Mr. Speaker, the media can say what 
they will, but George, Shirley and 
Alyssa join me in thanking John 
Sununu from the bottom of our hearts 
for his compassion and his belief that 
our Government exists to help Amer
ican citizens, not to hinder them. 

REMARKS CONCERNING 
HOLOCAUST OFFENSIVE 

(Mr. SMITH of Florida asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
during the debate on the rule before we 
took up the Foreign Operations bill, re
marks were made by the distinguished 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, the 
chief deputy whip of the House Repub
licans, Mr. WALKER, to which I took· 
great offense. I am sure he didn't make 
these comments maliciously, but they 
were offensive nonetheless. 

In protesting the content of the rule, 
Mr. WALKER read from a famous pas
sage by Rev. Martin·Niemuller, written 
during the time of the Holocaust, as if 
to say the House Republicans are being 
treated like the victims of Nazi Ger
many. 

Please understand: The Jews and 
Catholics, the gypsies and the par
tisans of freedom and the innocents 
who were just in the way-when they 
were marched to the ovens, they were 
cold; they were naked, and they were 
hungry. They couldn't vote, and they 
had no motion to recommit. Words 
that compare the status of the House 
Republicans to those who were killed 
by an ogre do not sit well for those of 
us who carry with them the memories 
of the dead. 

I understand that politics and politi
cal rhetoric is for tough guys, and I 
think I am pretty tough. But not tough 
enough to hear the words of Mr. WALK
ER without wincing, and not so tough 
that I can let them pass without men
tioning how much those words hurt. 

SMALL BUSINESS WORKERS NEED 
BASIC SKILLS 

(Mr. IRELAND asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Speaker, small 
businesses provide 67 percent of the 
first jobs for our Nation's workers. As 
such, it is not surprising to find that 
they are responsible for most of the on
the-job training of those workers in 
basic skills. 

My colleagues, small business owners 
are finding it more and more difficult 
to find not only trained workers, but 
simply trainable workers, to perform 
basic, entry-level tasks. 

And there is no end to this problem 
in sight. In fact, things are getting 
worse. 

A math test recently given to eighth
graders around the country illustrates 
the point: American students are clear
ly deficient in problem-solving skills 
and in creative thinking. Their per
formance remains inferior to that of 
students in other industrialized coun
tries. 

My colleagues, we must act now to 
develop and enforce standards that will 
raise the quality of education in our 
Nation's schools. This country's 20 mil
lion small business employers are look
ing to us for no less. 

Saying you are all for small business 
is easy. It is how you vote that really 
counts. 

BIG BROTHER IS WATCHING 
(Mr. ANDREWS of Maine asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Speak
er, Big Brother is watching. That was 
the warning to the citizens in George 
Orwell's novel, "1984," where individual 
rights fell victim to Big Brother gov
ernment. 

Big Brother is listening, is the warn
ing to the citizens of George Bush's 
America in 1991, where the individual 
rights of women and the basic right to 
free speech are being victimized by a 
government-dictated gag rule. 

The gag rule over what physicians 
can and cannot say to women in the 
privacy of a family planning clinic is 
an outrage. It says that government, 
not an individual patient, should de
cide what is in her best interest. 

Big Brother got even bigger a few 
weeks ago, when the U.S. Supreme 
Court gave the thumbs up to this out
rageous practice. It is now up to the 
Congress of the United States, whether 
Big Brother will be listening to family 
planning clinics across this country. 
Let us tell the President and the Su
preme Court that it is none of their 
business what is said between the phy
sician and a patient, that the individ
ual rights of women and free speech 
mean something in America. 

Mr. Speaker, let us lift the adminis
tration's gag rule, and let us cut Big 
Brother government down to size. 



June 25, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 16115 
IT'S TIME TO LIFT THE 1986 

SANCTIONS ON SOUTH AFRICA 
(Mr. BROOMFIELD asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 5 
years ago, Congress imposed trade and 
investment sanctions on the South Af
rican Government. 

We told that Government that we 
would lift them only if they met five 
conditions. Those conditions were spe
cific and they were tough. 

Today, it is my view and the view of 
many others that those conditions 
have been met. It's time to lift the 
sanctions. 

I should remind my colleagues that 
the sanctions we lift would involve pri
marily trade and investment. Tough 
sanctions in such areas as arms trade, 
IMF support, and intelligence coopera
tion would remain in place. 

To lift the sanctions covered by the 
1986 act, there is no requirement for 
congressional review-formal or infor
mal. The only requirement is for the 
President to sign an executive order. 

Yet some in this House want to stall. 
They want to move the goalposts, to 
make the conditions tougher than 
those mandated by law. 

That is downright unfair. It violates 
the very sense of fair play and honest 
dealing that should characterize our 
foreign policy. We should deal honestly 
with the South African Government 
and lift the sanctions now. 

END DISCRIMINATION BECAUSE OF 
SEXUAL PREFERENCE IN MILI
TARY 
(Mr. KENNEDY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, today 
Capt. Greg Greeley was to start a new 
chapter in his life. With a new job and 
an honorable discharge from the U.S. 
Air Force, he was looking forward to 
civilian life. But these plans were put 
to an abrupt halt by the Air Force 
when they learned that Captain Gree
ley had participated in the Lesbian and 
Gay Pride Parade here in Washington 
on Sunday. Leave it to the Pentagon 
with the capacity to bomb enemy na
tions back to the stone age to exhibit 
thinking from the same era. 

There has never been any evidence 
that Captain Greeley was ever less 
than courageous or served his country 
less than admirably. The fact that he is 
gay does not change that. 

This witch hunt being conducted by 
high officials at the Pentagon fails any 
test of logic or common sense. Mr. 
Speaker, our brave men and women do 
not take a vow of celibacy when they 
join the military. So, how is it that a 
soldier who is gay is more of a security 
risk than a soldier who is straight and 
jumping from bed to bed. 

We do not tolerate discrimination in 
the military because of race. We should 
not tolerate discrimination because of 
sexual preference. It is time to give gay 
and lesbian men and women the oppor
tunity to serve this country openly 
without fear of recriminations or ret
ribution. 

BUDGET RESPONSffiiLITY ACT OF 
1991 

(Mr. ZIMMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
will be introducing a proposed con
stitutional amendment called the 
Budget Responsibility Act of 1991. I be
lieve that this is the strongest and 
most comprehensive budget control 
legislation ever introduced in the 
House. 

Thomas Jefferson warned the Amer
ican people not to put too much faith 
in the good intentions of their elected 
officials. Rather, he advised us to bind 
them down for mischief by the chains 
of the Constitution. 

Mr. Speaker, this is exactly what my 
proposed constitutional amendment 
would do. In addition to mandating an
nual balanced budgets, my amendment 
would require two-thirds of the Mem
bers of both houses to agree to raise 
taxes or to increase the Federal debt. 
It would furthermore give the Presi
dent line item veto authority. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to lis
ten to their constituents. Taxpayers 
have tightened their belts. It is time 
for the Government to do the same. 
Please join me in answering the Amer
ican people's call for responsible and 
limited Government spending. 

THE SOVIETS CAN AID 
THEMSELVES 

(Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, President Bush and Congress 
are being asked these days to give fi
nancial aid to the Soviet Union. Let 
me be clear: I support President Bush's 
decision to extend credit for the Sovi
ets to buy grain, and I want Mikhail 
Gorbachev to succeed in his campaign 
for openness in the Soviet Union. 

But financial aid .from the United 
States to the Soviets? The Soviet 
Union, a country that spends $300 bil
lion a year on defense, needs us to send 
them financial aid or foreign aid? 
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Well, not many people in this coun

try could or should swallow that line. 
If the Soviets want aid, they can aid 
themselves quickly and effectively. 
The Soviets can help themselves by 

cutting their military spending, by 
building a few less bombers, a few less 
missiles, a few less warships. 

The Soviets should cut their military 
spending and aid themselves. As for 
America it is time for us to invest 
again here at home for our future. 

SUPPORT FOR JOHN SUNUNU 
(Mr. ZELIFF asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a friend and 
ally, who is under attack from the 
pack of media wolves, John Sununu. It 
is no secret to my fellow Members that 
it was John Sununu, who convinced 
this local businessman that I had an 
obligation as Winston Churchhill so 
eloquently said "to get involved in gov
ernment or to be prepared to be gov
erned by others less able than our
selves." 

I can remember when John Sununu, 
in his three terms as Governor of New 
Hampshire, worked 7 days a week, tire
lessly covering 234 towns with car and 
driver, always available at beck and 
call. 

But the issue isn't really John 
Sununu. The issue is whether or not 
the sharks in the media will drive an
other able public servant from Govern
ment service. As Pat Buchanan said 
today, John Sununu is totally loyal to 
the man he serves. He relishes the role 
of . tough customer, he does not take 
pains to make himself popular, and he 
engages from time to time in that most 
dangerous of local sports, press baiting. 
I hope that John Sununu survives. 

His lapses in judgment do not justify 
the capital punishment that Washing
ton imposes on politicians that it does 
not like. Second, because the press is 
piling on as President Bush says. 
Third, whenever the press brands some
one arrogant, obnoxious, and snooty, 
usually the fellow has let the press 
know of his contempt. Folks who do 
that are often the gutsiest and most in
teresting people in a city that demands 
conformity of its new arrivals. 

I am proud of my friend John Su
nunu's exemplary service to our coun
try. America is a better place because 
we have people like John Sununu at 
the President's side. 

TRffiUTE TO STEVE SHEHANE 
(Mr. RAY asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, this week 
hundreds of young high school artists 
will converge on the Nation's Capitol 
to observe their winning art to be dis
played in the corridor of the Nation's 
Capitol. I am doing this 1 minute be
cause an outstanding young man who 
is here right now to observe his art 
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being displayed, it was lost in ship
ment, and he is greatly disappointed, 
one of these artists, this artist is Ste
ven Shehane, an 18-year-old graduate 
of Jordan High School in Columbus, 
GA. He is very talented. He recently re
ceived a $1,000 art scholarship for Co
lumbus College and plans to attend 
school there in the fall. 

He plans on pursuing a career in com
mercial art. His winning art was a col
ored pencil drawing of a young man in 
overalls and a straw hat. It is entitled 
"Billy." 

Steve has allowed the arts caucus to 
display another of this beautiful works 
in the Capitol for this year. This piece 
is entitled "Running Leopard." 

Mr. Speaker, in closing let me just 
say, it is talented artists such as Steve 
Shehane that keep creativity and cul
ture alive in America today. 

JOHN SUNUNU'S CAR TRIP 
(Mr. KYL asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, opponents of 
President George Bush finally have an 
issue, John Sununu's car trip. Some 
might not think it is enough to win the 
White House next year, but when it is 
all one has got, I guess one rides it 
hard. 

What I do not understand, however, 
is why all the outrage about practices 
which are admittedly legal, but abso
lute silence about the wave of illegal 
activities terrorizing law-abiding citi
zens around this country. 

When criticizing the President's 
Chief of Staff, opponents are right
eously vocal, but when it comes to the 
President's crime bill, nothing but si
lence. 

Why will they not take up the Presi
dent's crime bill? That is what the 
American people want. That is what 
they care about. 

It is time to get serious about crime 
in America. If my colleagues are con
cerned about flying, get the crime bill 
to the floor and see how fast it flies out 
of here with our approval. 

LACK OF LEADERSHIP HURTING 
AMERICA'S FAMILIES 

(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, when the 
Secretary of the Treasury said he need
ed billions of dollars to bail out the 
S&L's, the President said we have an 
obligation. When the Secretary of 
State said he needed a billion to save 
the Soviet Union, the President said it 
is only right. But when the National 
Commission on Children said Ameri
ca's families need a helping hand, the 
White House reminded us we are facing 
a deficit. 

This same White House, which de
fends the billions we spend overseas de
fending Japan and Europe, cannot find 
the money to buy vaccine for Ameri
ca's kids. This President who dreams of 
spending billions of dollars on research 
into outer space cannot support a plan 
to help American families send their 
kids to college. It may be too much to 
expect leadership from this White 
House on bread and butter issues for 
working families in this country, but if 
the President cannot find it in his 
heart to lead in giving America's work
ing families a helping hand, then he 
should have the good grace to let oth
ers do so. 

MANDATED LEAVE HURTS 
FAMILIES 

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
the National Commission on Families 
released their report. The Commission 
has the wrong name. They should call 
themselves the National Commission 
on Socialism. Let me just give a few 
examples. 

The Commission claims that man
dated leave is good for families. Why 
would the mandated leave bill, which is 
touted as family leave, be harmful to 
families? The bill uses a one-size-fits
all approach by mandating to business 
that they must give 12 weeks of unpaid 
leave to employees for births, adop
tions, or serious illness. The bill to
tally ignores the employee who may 
want to stay with her newborn for 6 
months or 1 year or 5 years or have a 
couple of children close together and 
then return to her job. 

Since the leave is unpaid, it discrimi
nates against single moms or lower in
come families who cannot take 12 
weeks off with no pay. It really only 
applies to high wage earners who could 
afford to take this benefit. 

There is no evidence that family 
leave is the specific benefit that most 
employed mothers would choose. Man
dated leave is bad for families and bad 
for business. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS TO SIT TUESDAY, JUNE 
25, WEDNESDAY, JUNE 26, AND 
THURSDAY, JUNE 27, 1991, DUR
ING THE 5-MINUTE RULE 
Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent for the Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs 
to sit today, tomorrow, June 26, and 
Thursday, June 27, 1991, for the consid
eration of the Financial Institution 
Safety and Consumer Choice Act of 
1991 while the House is sitting for 
amendments under the 5-minute rule. 

The ranking minority member of the 
subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. WYLIE], concurs in this re
quest. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

There was no objection. 

SUPPORT FOR SECESSIONISTS 
(Mr. RAVENEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. RAVENEL. Mr. Speaker, I know 
that those who win the wars write the 
histories. However, I must take excep
tion to a remark made by Mr. SOLARZ 
last week wherein he said, 

Abraham Lincoln made the point that once 
the Southern States joined the Union, they 
were part of it permanently. 

The fact was and still is that no con
stitutional prohibition of secession ex
ists. Faced with this dilemma, Mr. Lin
coln provoked the infant Confederacy 
into foolishly attacking Fort Sumter. 
He then declared the departing States 
to be in rebellion and called for 75,000 
volunteers to suppress it. North Caro
lina, Tennessee, Arkansas, and Vir
ginia refused the call and joined their 
southern sisters. I join those who ap
plaud todays secessions in the Soviet 
Union and around the world. But where 
were they in 1861? We're content, but 
we still stand when the bands play 
Dixie! 
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GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re
vise and extend their remarks on H.R. 
2686, the bill we are about to consider, 
and that I be allowed to include tables, 
charts, and other material. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from lllinois? 

There was no objection. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS ACT, 1992 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2686) mak
ing appropriations for the Department 
of the Interior and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1992, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill, H.R. 2686, 
with Mr. GoRDON in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit

tee of the Whole rose on Monday, June 
24, 1991, all time for general debate had 
expired. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 2686 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
Department of the Interior and related agen
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1992, and for other purposes, namely: 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the remainder 
of the bill be read by title and that 
title I be considered as read, printed in 
the RECORD, and open to amendment at 
any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
lllinois? 

There was no objection. 
The text of title I is as follows: 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES 

For expenses necessary for protection, use, 
improvement, development, disposal, cadas
tral surveying, classification, and perform
ance of other functions, including mainte
nance of facilities, as authorized by law, in 
the management of lands and their resources 
under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land 
Management, including the general adminis
tration of the Bureau of Land Management, 
$516,865,000 of which the following amounts 
shall remain available until expended: not to 
exceed $1,400,000 to be derived from the spe
cial receipt account established by section 4 
of the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 4601-6a(i)), 
and $27,000,000 for the Automated Land and 
Mineral Record System Project: Provided, 
That appropriations herein made shall not be 
available for the destruction of healthy, 
unadapted, wild horses and burros in the 
care of the Bureau of Land Management or 
its contractors; and in addition, $12,300,000 
for Mining Law Administration program op
erations: Provided further, That the sum 
herein appropriated shall be reduced as min
ing claim holding fees are received . during 
fiscal year 1992 so as to result in a final fiscal 
year 1992 appropriation estimated at not 
more than $516,865,000: Provided further, That 
in addition to funds otherwise available, not 
to exceed $5,000,000 from &Dnual mining 
claim holding fees shall be credited to this 
account for the costs of administering the 
mining claim holding fee program, and shall 
remain available until expended: Provided 
further, That none of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available pursuant to this 
Act shall be obligated or expended to accept 
or process applications for a patent for any 
mining or mill site claim located under the 
general mining laws or to issue a patent for 

any mining or mill site claim located under 
the general mining laws unless the Secretary 
of the Interior determines that, for the claim 
concerned: (1) a patent application was filed 
with the Secretary on or before the date of 
enactment of this Act, and (2) all require
ments established under sections 2325 and 
2326 of the Revised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 29 and 
30) for vein or lode claims and sections 2329, 
2330, 2331, and 2333 of the Revised Statutes (30 
u.s.a. 35, 36, and 37) for placer claims, and 
section 2337 of the Revised Statutes (30 
U.S.C. 42) for mill site claims, as the case 
may be, were fully complied with by that 
date. 

FIREFIGHTING 

For necessary expenses for fire manage
ment, emergency rehabilitation, firefighting, 
fire presuppression, and other related emer
gency actions by the Department of the Inte
rior, $122,010,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That such funds also are 
to be available for repayment of advances to 
other appropriation accounts from which 
funds were previously transferred for such 
purposes. 

EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
FIREFIGHTING FUND 

For the purpose of establishing an "Emer
gency Department of the Interior Firefight
ing Fund" in the Treasury of the United 
States to be available only for emergency re
habilitation and wildfire suppression activi
ties of the Department of the Interior, 
$100,869,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That all funds available 
under this head are hereby designated by 
Congress to be "emergency requirements" 
pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D) of the Bal
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985: Provided further, That funds ap
propriated under this head shall be made 
available only after submission to Congress 
of a formal budget request by the President 
that includes a designation of the entire 
amount of the request as an "emergency re
quirements" for all purposes of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985: Provided further, That all funds in
cluded in any budget request made pursuant 
to this paragraph shall be made available 
one day after submission to Congress: Pro
vided further, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, enactment of this sec
tion shall not constitute a change in concept 
or definition under section 251(b)(1)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 and shall not cause a neg
ative budget authority or outlay adjustment 
to be made to any discretionary spending 
limit for the domestic category established 
by Public Law 101-508. 

CONSTRUCTION AND ACCESS 

For acquisition of lands and interests 
therein, and construction of buildings, recre
ation fa.c111ties, roads, trails, and appur
tenant facilities, $12,503,000, to remain avail
able until expended. 

PA~ENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES 

For exP&nses necessary to implement the 
Act of October 20, 1976 (31 U.S.C. 6901~). 
$105,000,000, of which not to exceed $400,000 
shall be available for administrative ex
penses. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

For exp&Qaes necessary to carry out the 
provisions of sections 205, 206, and 318(d) of 
Public Law 94--579 including administrative 
expenses and acquisition of lands or waters, 
or intereata therein, $33,640,000 to be derived 
from the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund, to remain available until expended. 

OREGON AND CALIFORNIA GRANT LANDS 

For expenses necessary for management, 
protection, and development of resources and 
for construction, operation, and mainte
nance of access roads, reforestation, and 
other improvements on the revested Oregon 
and California Railroad grant lands, on other 
Federal lands in the Oregon and California 
land-grant counties of Oregon, and on adja
cent rights-of-way; and acquisition of lands 
or interests therein including existing con
necting roads on or adjacent to such grant 
lands; $93,074,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That 25 per centum of 
the aggregate of all receipts during the cur
rent fiscal year from the revested Oregon 
and California Railroad grant lands is hereby 
made a charge against the Oregon and Cali
fornia land grant fund and shall be trans
ferred to the General Fund in the Treasury 
in accordance with the provisions of the sec
ond paragraph of subsection (b) of title II of 
the Act of August 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 876). 

RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 

For rehabilitation, protection, and acquisi
tion of lands and interests therein, and im
provement of Federal rangelands pursuant to 
section 401 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), not
withstanding any other Act, sums equal to 50 
per centum of all moneys received during the 
prior fiscal year under sections 3 and 15 of 
the Taylor Grazing Act (43 u.s.a. 315 et seq.) 
and the amount designated for range im
provements from grazing fees and mineral 
leasing receipts from Bankhead-Jones lands 
transferred to the Department of the Inte
rior pursuant to law, but not less than 
$10,687,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That not to exceed $600,000 
shall be available for administrative ex
penses. 

SERVICE CHARGES, DEPOSITS, AND FORFEITURES 

For administrative expenses and other 
costs related to processing application docu
ments and other authorizations for use and 
disposal of public lands and resources, for 
costs of providing copies of official public 
land documents, for monitoring construc
tion, operation, and termination of fac111ties 
in conjunction with use authorizations, and 
for rehabilitation of damaged property, such 
amounts as may be collected under sections 
209(b), 304(a), 304(b), 305(a), and 504(g) of the 
Act approved October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), 
and sections 101 and 203 of Public Law 93-153, 
to be immediately available until expended: 
Provided, That notwithstanding any provi
sion to the contrary of section 305(a) of the 
Act of October 21, 1976 (43 u.s.a. 1735(a)), any 
moneys that have been or will be received 
pursuant to that section, whether as a result 
of forfeiture, compromise, or settlement, if 
not appropriate for refund pursuant to sec
tion 305(c) of that Act (43 U.S.C. 1735(c)), 
shall be available and may be expended 
under the authority of this or subsequent ap
propriations Acts by the Secretary to im
prove, protect, or rehabilitate any public 
lands administered through the Bureau of 
Land Management which have been damaged 
by the action of a resource developer, pur
chaser, permittee, or any unauthorized per
son, without regard to whether all moneys 
collected from each such forfeiture, com
promise, or settlement are used on the exact 
lands damage to which led to the forfeiture, 
compromise, or settlement: Provided further, 
That such moneys are in excess of amounts 
needed to repair damage to the exact land 
for which collected. 
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In addition to amounts authorized to be 
expended under existing law, there is hereby 
appropriated such amounts as may be con
tributed under section 307 of the Act of Octo
ber 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), and such amounts 
as may be advanced for administrative costs, 
surveys, appraisals, and costs of making con
veyances of omitted lands under section 
211(b) of that Act, to remain available until 
expended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations for the Bureau of Land 
Management shall be available for purchase, 
erection, and dismantlement of temporary 
structures, and alteration and maintenance 
of necessary buildings and appurtenant fa
cilities to which the United States has title; 
up to $25,000 for payments, at the discretion 
of the Secretary, for. information or evidence 
concerning violations of laws administered 
by the Bureau of Land Management; mis
cellaneous and emergency expenses of en
forcement activities authorized or approved 
by the Secretary and to be accounted for 
solely on his certificate, not to exceed 
$10,000: Provided, That appropriations herein 
made for Bureau of Land Management ex
penditures in connection with the revested 
Oregon and California Railroad and 
reconveyed Coos Bay Wagon Road grant 
lands (other than expenditures made under 
the appropriation "Oregon and California 
grant lands") shall be reimbursed to the 
General Fund of the Treasury from the 25 per 
centum referred to in subsection (c), title n, 
of the Act approved August 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 
876), of the special fund designated the "Or
egon and California land grant fund" and 
section 4 of the Act approved May 24, 1939 (53 
Stat. 754), of the special fund designated the 
"Coos Bay Wagon Road grant fund": Provided 
further, That appropriations herein made 
may be expended for surveys of Federal lands 
and on a reimbursable basis for surveys of 
Federal lands and for protection of lands for 
the State of Alaska: Provided further, That 
an appeal of any reductions in grazing allot
ments on public rangelands must be taken 
within thirty days after receipt of a final 
grazing allotment decision. Reductions of up 
to 10 per centum in grazing allotments shall 
become effective when so designated by the 
Secretary of the Interior. Upon appeal any 
proposed reduction in excess of 10 per cen
tum shall be suspended pending final action 
on the appeal, which shall be completed 
within two years after the appeal is filed: 
Provided further, That notwithstanding 44 
U.S.C. 501, the Bureau may, under coopera
tive cost-sharing and partnership arrange
ments authorized by law, procure printing 
services from cooperators in connection with 
jointly-produced publications for which the 
cooperators share the cost of printing either 
in cash or in services, and the Bureau deter
mines the cooperator is capable of meeting 
accepted quality standards: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any other provisions 
of law, effective upon the date of enactment 
of this Act for the fiscal year 1992 and every 
year thereafter, for each unpatented mining 
claim, mill or tunnel site on federally owned 
lands, in lieu of the assessment work re
quirements contained in the Mining Law of 
1872 (30 U.S.C. 28-28(e)), the filing require
ments contained in section 314(a) of the Fed
eral Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976 (FLPMA) (43 U.S.C. 1744(a)) and the re
lated requirements of section 314(c) of 
FLPMA (43 U.S.C. 1744(c)), the claimant shall 
pay an annual holding fee of $100.00 to the 
Secretary of the Interior or his designee on 
or before August 31 of each year in order for 

the claimant to hold such unpatented mining 
claim, mill or tunnel site for the following 
year beginning on September 1: Provided fur
ther, That the fee established by this Act in 
lieu of the assessment work requirements for 
the assessment year ending at noon on Sep
tember 1, 1992, shall be due and payable to 
the Secretary on or before June 30, 1992, ex
cept that such fee otherwise due and payable 
for this period shall be waived by the Sec
retary or his designee if the claimant files an 
affidavit of assessment work by June 30, 1992, 
showing the labor required by 30 U.S.C. 28 
was completed for the assessment year end
ing at noon September 1, 1992, before the ef
fective date of this Act: Provided further, 
That such fee otherwise due and payable for 
the assessment year ending at noon on Sep
tember 1, 1992, for mill and tunnel sites shall 
be waived by the Secretary or his designee if 
the claimant files a notice of intention to 
hold the site by June 30, 1992: Provided fur
ther, That for every unpatented mining 
claim, mill or tunnel site located after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the locator 
shall pay $100.00 to the Secretary of the Inte
rior or his designee at the time the location 
notice is recorded with the Bureau of Land 
Management to hold such claim for the year 
in which the location was made: Provided fur
ther, That the co-ownership provision of 30 
U.S.C. 28 will remain in effect except that 
the annual holding fee shall replace the as
sessment work requirements and expendi
tures: Provided further, That failure to make 
the annual payment of the holding fee re
quired by this Act shall constitute conclu
sively an abandonment of the unpatented 
mining claim, mill or tunnel ai te by the 
claimant: Provided further, That nothing in 
this Act shall change or modify the require
ments of section 314(b) of FLPMA (43 U.S.C. 
1744(b)) or the requirements of section 314(c) 
of FLPMA (43 U.S.C. 1744(c)) related to fil
ings required by section 314(b), which shall 
remain in effect: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of the Interior shall promulgate 
rules and regulations to carry out the pur
poses of this section as soon as practicable 
after the effective date of this Act. 

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

For expenses necessary for scientific and 
economic studies, conservation, manage
ment, investigations, protection, and utiliza
tion of sport fishery and wildlife resources, 
except whales, seals, and sea lions, and for 
the performance of other authorized func
tions related to such resources; for the gen
eral administration of the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service; and for mainte
nance of the herd of long-horned cattle on 
the Wichita Mountains Wildlife Refuge; and 
not less than $1,000,000 for high priority 
projects within the scope of the approved 
budget which shall be carried out by Youth 
Conservation Corps as if authorized by the 
Act of August 13, 19'76, as amended by Public 
Law 93-408, $509,891,000 of whicll $10,306,000 
shall be for operation and maintenance of 
fishery mitigation facilities constructed by 
the Corps of Engineers under the Lower 
Snake River Compensation Plan, authorized 
by the Water Resources Development Act of 
1976 (90 Stat. 2921), to compensate for loss of 
fishery resources from water development 
projects on the Lower Snake River, and 
whi.ch shall remain available unt.il expended; 
and of which $1,000,000 shall be fOI' contami
nant sample analysis, and shall remain 
available until expended. 

CONSTRUCTION AND ANADROMOUS FISH 

For construction and acquieitt«m of build
ings aDd Miter facilt ttes requi:rM ht the eeB-

servation, management, investigation, pro
tection, and utilization of sport fishery and 
wildlife resources, and the acquisition of 
lands and interests therein; $71,102,000 to re
main available until expended, of which 
$300,000 shall be available for expenses to 
carry out the Anadromous Fish Conservation 
Act (16 U.S.C. 757a-757g). 
NATURAL RESOURCE DAMAGE ASSESSMENT FUND 

To conduct natural resource damage as
sessments by the Department of the Interior 
necessary to carry out the provisions of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act, as amend
ed (42 U.S.C. 9601, et seq.), Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, as amended (33 U.S.C. 
1251, et seq.), the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 
(Public Law 101-380), and the Act of July 27, 
1990 (Public Law 101-337); $3,740,000 to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That not 
withstanding any other provision of law, in 
fiscal year 1991 and thereafter, sums provided 
by any party, including sums provided in ad
vance or as a reimbursement for natural re
source damage assessments, may be credited 
to this appropriation and shall remain avail
able until expended. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Land and Water Conserva
tion Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
4601-4-11), including administrative expenses, 
and for acquisition of land or waters, or in
terest therein, in accordance with statutory 
authority applicable to the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, $87,722,000, to be 
derived from the Land and Water Conserva
tion Fund, to remain available until ex
pended. 

COOPERATIVE ENDANGERED SPECIES 
CONSERVATION FUND 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543), as amended by Pub
lic Law 100--478, $6,705,000 for Grants to 
States, to remain available until expended. 

NATIONAL WILOLIFE REFUGE FUND 

For expenses necessary to implement the 
Act of October 17, 1978 (16 U.S.C. 715s), 
$11,000,000. 

REWARDS AND OPERATIONS 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the African Elephant Conserva
tion Act (16 U.S.C. 4201-4203, 4211-4213, 4221-
4225, 4241-4245, and 1538), $1,201,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

SPORT FISH RESTORATION ACCOUNT 

(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 

None of the funds in this Act shall be 
available for the implementation or execu
tion of programs the obligations for which 
are in excess of $190,000,000 for the Sport Fish 
Restoration Account, Payments to States, 
for fiscal year 1992. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations and funds available to the 
United States Fish al).d Wildlife Service shall 
be available for purchase of not to exceed 145 
passenger motor vehicles, of which 129 are 
for replacement only (including 4S for police
type use); not to exceed $400,000 for payment, 
at the Qi&QF~ of tae Secretary, for infor
mation, rewards, or evidence concerning vio
lations of laws administered by the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Serviee, and mis
cellaneous and emergency expenses of en
forcement activities, authorized or approved 
by the Secretary and to be accounted for 
solely on his certificate; repair of damage to 
public roads within and acljacent to raserva
tion areas caused by operations of the United 
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States Fish and Wildlife Service; options for 
the purchase of land at not to exceed $1 for 
each option; facilities incident to such public 
recreational uses on conservation areas as 
are consistent with their primary purpose; 
and the maintenance and improvement of 
aquaria, buildings, and other facilities under 
the jurisdiction of the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service and to which the United 
States has title, and which are utilized pur
suant to law in connection with management 
and investigation of fish and wildlife re
sources: Provided, That the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service may accept do
nated aircraft as replacements for existing 
aircraft: Provided further , That hereafter the 
Tinicum National Environmental Center in 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, shall be known 
as the John Heinz National Wildlife Refuge 
atTinicum. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 

For expenses necessary for the manage
ment, operation, and maintenance of areas 
and facilities administered by the National 
Park Service (including special road mainte
nance service to trucking permittees on are
imbursable basis), and for the general admin
istration of the National Park Service, in
cluding not to exceed $566,000 for the Roo
sevelt Campobello International Park Com
mission, and not less than $1,000,000 for high 
priority projects within the scope of the ap
proved budget which shall be carried out by 
Youth Conservation Corps as if authorized 
by the Act of August 13, 1970, as amended by 
Public Law 93--408, $969,047,000 without regard 
to the Act of August 24, 1912, as amended (16 
U.S.C. 451), of which not to exceed $59,500,000 
to remain available until expended is to be 
derived from the special fee account estab
lished pursuant to title V, section 5201, of 
Public Law 1~203: Provided, That the Na
tional Park Service shall not enter into fu
ture concessionaire contracts, including re
newals, that do not include a termination for 
cause clause that provides for possible extin
guishment of possessory interests excluding 
depreciated book value of concessionaire in
vestments without compensation: Provided 
further, That of the funds provided herein, 
$700,000 is available for the National Insti
tute for the ~tion of Cultural Prop
erty: Provided further, That hereafter appro
priations for maintenance and improvement 
of roads within the boundary of the Cuya
hoga Valley National Recreation Area shall 
be available for such purposes without re
gard to whether title to such road rights-of
way ia in tAe United States. 

NATIONAL RECREATION AND PRESERVATION 

For expenses necessary to carry out recre
ation programs, natural programs, cultural 
programs, environmental compUance andre
Tiew, and grant administration, not other
wise provided for, $23,420,000: Provided, That 
ftO funds a~&ted under this head for the 
Calumet Historic District may be obligated 
until funds provt4ed for the Calumet :Watocio 
Dt8trtct under construction planning are spe
etfte&Hy 8.\ltMri!JM. 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND 

FQI' expeuea aeeeeea.ry in carrying out the 
provisions of the Historic Presern.tion Act 
of 1966 (80 Stat. 915), as amended (It U.S.C. 
m), $35,tM,_, to be derived from the His
torte Preeervatton Fund, established by sec
UOR 108 ol tAa.t Aat, aa ameaded, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
1998: Provided, That the Trust Territory ~ 
the Pacific Islands is a State eligible for His
toric Preservation Fund matchil'!g grant as
&istanoe u authoriMd under 16 U.S.C. 

470w(2): Provided further, That pursuant to 
section 105(1) of the Compact of Free Asso
ciation, Public Law 99-239, the Federated 
States of Micronesia and the Republic of the 
Marshall Islands shall also be considered 
States for purposes of this appropriation. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For construction, improvements, repair or 
replacement of physical facilities, without 
regard to the Act of August 24, 1912, as 
amended (16 U.S.C. 451), $237,506,000, to re
main available until expended: Provided, 
That not to exceed $11,200,000 shall be paid to 
the Army Corps of Engineers for modifica
tions authorized by section 104 of the Ever
glades National Park Protection and Expan
sion Act of 1989: Provided further, That none 
of the funds under this head may be ex
pended for the Calumet Historic District un
less specifically authorized: Provided further, 
That of the funds provided under this head
ing, $1,500,000 shall be available for site ac
quisition for the Lincoln Center in Spring
field, illinois: Provided further, That of the 
funds provided under this heading, $2,000,000 
shall be available for a grant to restore the 
Chicago Public Library, Central Building as 
if authorized by the Historic Sites Act of 1935 
(16 U.S.C. 462(e)): Provided further, That of 
the funds provided under this heading, up to 
$100,000 shall be available to assist the Town 
of Provincetown, Massachusetts with plan
ning and construction of a solid waste trans
fer station on town-owned land provided that 
the Town and the National Park Service 
enter into an agreement for shared use of the 
facility for its lifetime at a rate based on ac
tual operating costs and percentages of total 
contribution of solid waste by the National 
Park Service: Provided further, That of the 
funds provided under this heading, $3,650,000 
shall be available for construction of a Gate
way Park associated with the illinois and 
Michigan Canal National Heritage Corridor. 

URBAN PARK AND RECREATION FUND 

For expentJes necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Urban Park and Recreation 
Recovery Act of 1978 (title 10 of Public Law 
95-625) $16,000,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

LAND ACQUISITION AND STATE ASSISTANCE 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Land and Water Conserva
tion Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
4601-4-11), including administrative expenses, 
and for acquisition of land or waters, or in
terest therein, in accordance with statutory 
authority applicable to the National Park 
SerTiee, Slt8,365,000 to be derived from the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund, to re
main available until expended, of which 
$23,500,000 is for the State assistance pro
gram iael\14ling $3,500,000 to administer the 
State a.tstance program: Provided, That of 
the amounts previously appropriated to the 
Secretary's contingency fund f>Or grants to 
State8 $14,160 shall be aTailabie in 1992 for 
~ve expenses of the State grant 
program. 

LANiil AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND 

(RE8CI8810N) 

The contract authority provided for f'lscal 
year 1• by 16 U.S.C. 480l-10a is rescinded. 
40Ift( II'. ~DY C&N'l'Bit. POR THE PERli'OR.MfNG 

ARTS 

For eQiellee8 necessary for operating a.nd 
maintainttt« the nonperforming arts func
tions of the John F. Kennedy Center for the 
Perro~ Arts, $22,945,000, of which 
S16,ee6,6GG lhall remain available until ex
pended .. 

ILLINOIS AND MICHIGAN CANAL NATIONAL 
HERITAGE CORRIDOR COMMISSION 

For operation of the illinois and Michigan 
Canal National Heritage Corridor Commis
sion, $250,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations for the National Park Serv
ice shall be available for the purchase of not 
to exceed 465 passenger motor vehicles, of 
which 322 shall be for replacement only, in
cluding not to exceed 355 for police-type use, 
11 buses, and 5 ambulances; to provide, not
withstanding any other provision of law, at a 
cost not exceeding $100,000, transportation 
for children in nearby communities to and 
from any unit of the National Park System 
used in connection with organized recreation 
and interpretive programs of the National 
Park Service; options for the purchase of 
land at not to exceed $1 for each option; and 
for the procurement and delivery of medical 
services within the jurisdiction of units of 
the National Park System: Provided, That 
any funds available to the National Park 
Service may be used, with the approval of 
the Secretary, to maintain law and order in 
emergency and other unforeseen law enforce
ment situations and conduct emergency 
search and rescue operations in the National 
Park System: Provided further, That none of 
the funds appropriated to the National Park 
Service may be used to process any grant or 
contract documents which do not include the 
text of 18 U.S.C. 1913: Provided further, That 
the National Park Service may use heli
copters and motorized equipment at Death 
Valley National Monument for removal of 
feral burros and horses: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the National Park Service may recover 
all costs of providing necessary services as
sociated with special use permits, such reim
bursements to be credited to the appropria
tion current at that time: Provided further, 
That none of the funds appropriated to the 
National Park Service may be used to imple
ment an agreement for the redevelopment of 
the southern end of Ellis Island until such 
agreement has been submitted to the Con
gress and shall not be implemented prior to 
the expiration of 30 calendar days (not in
cluding any day in which either House of 
Congress is not in session because of ad
journment of more than three calendar days 
to a day · certain) from the receipt by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the President of the Senate of a full and 
comprehensive report on the development of 
the southern end of Ellis Island, including 
the facts and circumstances relied upon in 
support of the proposed project. 

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

SURVEYS, INVESTIGATIONS, AND RESEARCH 

For expenses necessary for the Geological 
Survey to perform surveys, investigations, 
and research covering topography, geology, 
hydrology, and the mi~&l a.Rd water re
sources of the United States, its Territories 
and possessions, and other areas as author
ized by law (43 U.S.C. 31, 1332 and 1340); clas
sify lands as to their mineral and water re
sources; give engineering supervision to 
;power permittees and Federal Energy Regu
latory Commission licensees; adminiater the 
minerals exploration program (30 U.S.C. 641); 
a.nd publish and disseminate data relative to 
the foregoing activities; $589,439,000, of which 
182,058,000 shall be ava.ilable OBly for co
operation with Sta.tes or municipalities for 
water resources investigations: Provided, 
That no part of this awrol'riation shall be 
1i8ed to pay more than one-half the cost of 
any topographic mapping or water resources 
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investigations carried on in cooperation with 
any State or municipality. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

The amount appropriated for the Geologi
cal Survey shall be available for purchase of 
not to exceed 26 passenger motor vehicles, 
for replacement only; reimbursement to the 
General Services Administration for security 
guard services; contracting for the furnish
ing of topographic maps and for the making 
of geophysical or other specialized surveys 
when it is administratively determined that 
such procedures are in the public interest; 
construction and maintenance of necessary 
buildings and appurtenant facilities; acquisi
tion of lands for gauging stations and obser
vation wells; expenses of the United States 
National Committee on Geology; and pay
ment of compensation and expenses of per
sons on the rolls of the Geological Survey 
appointed, as authorized by law, to represent 
the United States in the negotiation and ad
ministration of interstate compacts: Pro
vided, That activities funded by appropria
tions herein made may be accomplished 
through the use of contracts, grants, or coop
erative agreements as defined in Public Law 
95-224: Provided further, That the Geological 
Survey (43 U.S.C. 31(a)) shall hereafter be 
designated the United States Geological Sur-
vey. 

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE 

LEASING AND ROYALTY MANAGEMENT 

For expenses necessary for minerals leas
ing and environmental studies, regulation of 
industry operations, and collection of royal
ties, as authorized by law; for enforcing laws 
and regulations applicable to oil, gas, and 
other minerals leases, permits, licenses and 
operating contracts; and for matching grants 
or cooperative agreements; including the 
purchase of not to exceed eight passenger 
motor vehicles for replacement only; 
$208,090,000, of which not less than $66,784,000 
shall be available for royalty management 
activities: Provided, That $1,500,000 for com
puter acquisitions shall remain available 
until September 30, 1993: Provided further, 
That funds appropriated under this Act shall 
be available for the payment of interest in 
accordance with 30 U.S.C. 1721 (b) and (d): 
Provided further, That not to exceed $3,000 
shall be available for reasonable expenses re
lated to promoting volunteer beach and ma
rine cleanup activities: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, $10,000 under this head shall be available 
for refunds of overpayments in connection 
with certain Indian leases in which the Di
rector of the Minerals Management Service 
concurred with the claimed refund due: Pro
vided further, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, $136,400,000 shall be 
deducted from Federal onshore mineral leas
ing receipts prior to the division and dis
tribution of such receipts between the States 
and the Treasury and shall be credited to 
miscellaneous receipts of the Treasury. 

BUREAU OF MINES 

MINES AND MINERALS 

For expenses necessary for conducting in
quiries, technological investigations, and re
search concerning the extraction, processing, 
use, and disposal of mineral substances with
out objectionable social and environmental 
costs; to foster and encourage private enter
prise in the development of mineral re
sources and the prevention of waste in the 
mining, minerals, metal, and mineral rec
lamation industries; to inquire into the eco
nomic conditions affecting those industries; 
to promote health and safety in mines and 

the mineral industry through research; and 
for other related purposes as authorized by 
law, $175,890,000, of which $101,382,000 shall re
main available until expended: Provided, 
That none of the funds in this or any other 
Act may be used for the closure or consolida
tion of any research centers or the sale of 
any of the helium facilities currently in op
eration. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

The Secretary is authorized to accept 
lands, buildings, equipment, other contribu
tions and, heretofore and hereafter, fees to 
be deposited in the contributed funds ac
count from public and private sources, and 
to prosecute projects using such contribu
tions and fees in cooperation with other Fed
eral, State or private agencies. Provided, 
That the Bureau of Mines is authorized, dur
ing the current fiscal year, to sell directly or 
through any Government agency, including 
corporations, any metal or mineral product 
that may be manufactured in pilot plants op
erated by the Bureau of Mines, and the pro
ceeds of such sales shall be covered into the 
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 
OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING RECLAMATION AND 

ENFORCEMENT 

REGULATION AND TECHNOLOGY 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of the Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act of 1977, Public Law 95-87, as 
amended, including the purchase of not to 
exceed 15 passenger motor vehicles, of which 
11 shall be for replacement only; $110,250,000 
and notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, an addi
tional amount, to remain available until ex
pended, from performance bond forfeitures in 
fiscal year 1992: Provided, That notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, the Secretary 
of the Interior, pursuant to regulations, may 
utilize directly or through grants to States, 
moneys collected in fiscal year 1992 pursuant 
to the assessment of civil penalties under 
section 518 of the Surface Mining Control 
and Reclamation Act of 1977 (30 U.S.C. 1268), 
to reclaim lands adversely affected by coal 
mining practices after August 3, 1977, to re
main available until expended: Provided fur
ther, That notwithstanding any other provi
sions of law, appropriations for the Office of 
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforce
ment may provide for the travel and per 
diem expenses of State and tribal personnel 
attending Office of Surface Mining Reclama
tion and Enforcement sponsored training. 

ABANDONED MINE RECLAMATION FUND 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of title IV of the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977, Public 
Law 95-87, as amended, including the pur
chase of not more than 22 passenger motor 
vehicles, of which 16 shall be for replacement 
only, $190,200,000 to be derived from receipts 
of the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund 
and to remain available until expended of 
which, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the following amounts shall be avail
able to carry out the various provisions of 
section 402(g) of Public Law 95-87, as amend
ed (30 U.S.C. 1232 (g)): $130,000,000 to carry 
out section 402(g)(1) and 402(g)(5), $12,000,000 
to carry out section 402(g)(2) and $48,200,000 
to carry out sections 402(g) (3) and (4): Pro
vided, That pursuant to Public Law 97-365, 
the Department of the Interior is authorized 
to utilize up to 20 per centum from the re
covery of the delinquent debt owed to the 
United States Government to pay for con
tracts to collect these debts: Provided further, 
That of the funds made available to the 
States to contract for reclamation projects 
authorized in section 406(a) of Public Law 95-

87, administrative expenses may not exceed 
15 per centum: Provided further, That none of 
these funds shall be used for a reclamation 
grant to any State if the State has not 
agreed to participate in a nationwide data 
system established by the Office of Surface 
Mining Reclamation and Enforcement 
through which all permit applications are re
viewed and approvals withheld if the appli
cants (or those who control the applicants) 
applying for or receiving such permits have 
outstanding State or Federal air or water 
quality violations in accordance with section 
510(c) of the Act of August 3, 1977 (30 U.S.C. 
1260(c)), or failure to abate cessation orders, 
outstanding civil penalties associated with 
such failure to abate cessation orders, or 
uncontested past due Abandoned Mine Land 
fees: Provided further, That the Secretary of 
the Interior may deny 50 per centum of an 
Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund grant, 
available to a State pursuant to title IV of 
Public Law 95-87, in accordance with the pro
cedures set forth in section 521(b) of the Act, 
when the Secretary determines that a State 
is systematically failing to administer ade
quately the enforcement provisions of the 
approved State regulatory program. Funds 
will be denied until such time as the State 
and Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement have agreed upon an ex
plicit plan of action for correcting the en
forcement deficiency. A State may enter 
into such agreement without admission of 
culpability. If a State enters into such agree
ment, the Secretary shall take no action 
pursuant to section 521(b) of the Act as long 
as the State is complying with the terms of 
the agreement: Provided further, That ex
penditure of moneys as authorized in section 
402(g)(4) of Public Law 95-87 shall be on a pri
ority basis with the first priority being pro
tection of public health, safety, general wel
fare, and property from extreme danger of 
adverse effects of coal mining practices, as 
stated in section 403 of Public Law 95-87: Pro
vided further, That 23 full-time equivalent po
sitions are to be maintained in the Anthra
cite Reclamation Program at the Wilkes
Barre Field Office. 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS 

For operation of Indian programs by direct 
expenditure, contracts, cooperative agree
ments, and grants including expenses nec
essary to provide education and welfare serv
ices for Indians, either directly or in co
operation with States and other organiza
tions, including payment of care, tuition, as
sistance, and other expenses of Indians in 
boarding homes, or institutions, or schools; 
grants and other assistance to needy Indians; 
maintenance of law and order; management, 
development, improvement, and protection 
of resources and appurtenant facilities under 
the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Indian Af
fairs, including payment of irrigation assess
ments and charges; acquisition of water 
rights; advances for Indian industrial and 
business enterprises; operation of Indian arts 
and crafts shops and museums; development 
of Indian arts and crafts, as authorized by 
law; for the general administration of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, including such ex
penses in field offices, $1,283,630,000, includ
ing $302,025,000 for school operations costs of 
Bureau-funded schools and other education 
programl!l which l!lhall become available for 
obligation on July 1, 1992, and shall remain 
available for obligation until June 30, 1993, 
and of which, funds obligated as grants to 
schools pursuant to Public Law 100-297 shall 
be made on July 1 and December 1 in lieu of 
the payments authorized to be made on Oc-
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tober 1 and January 1 of each calendar year, 
and of which not to exceed $74,912,000 for 
higher education scholarships, adult voca
tional training, and assistance to public 
schools under the Act of April 16, 1934 ( 48 
Stat. 596), as amended (25 u.s.a. 452 et seq.), 
shall remain available for obligation until 
September 30, 1993; and the funds made avail
able to tribes and tribal organizations 
through contracts or grants obligated during 
fiscal year 1992 as authorized by the Indian 
Self-Determination Act of 1975 (88 Stat. 2203; 
25 U.S.C. 450 et seq.), or grants authorized by 
the Indian Education Amendments of 1988 (25 
U.S.C. 2001 and 2008A) shall remain available 
until expended by the contractor or grantee; 
and of which $2,021,000 for litigation support 
shall remain available until expended, 
$5,000,000 for self-governance tribal compacts 
shall be made available on completion and 
submission of such compacts to the Con
gress, and shall remain available until ex
pended; and of which $1,139,000 for expenses 
necessary to carry out the provisions of sec
tion 19(a) of Public Law 93-531 (25 u.s.a. 
640d-18(a)), shall remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That none of the funds ap
propriated to the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
shall be expended as matching funds for pro
grams funded under section 103(b)(2) of the 
Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act: 
Provided further, That $200,000 of the funds 
made available in this Act shall be available 
for cyclical maintenance of tribally owned 
fish hatcheries and related facilities: Pro
vided further, That none of the funds in this 
Act shall be used by the Bureau of In.dian Af
fairs to transfer funds under a contract with 
any third party for the management of tribal 
or individual Indian trust funds until the 
funds held in trust for all such tribes or indi
viduals have been audited and reconciled to 
the earliest possible date, the results of such 
reconciliation have been certified by an inde
pendent party as the most complete rec
onciliation of such funds possible, and the af
fected tribe or individual has been provided 
with an accounting of such funds: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, the statute of limitations shall 
not commence to run on any claim concern
ing losses to or mismanagement of trust 
funds, until the affected tribe or individual 
Indian has been furnished with the account
ing of such funds: Provided further, That 
$300,000 of the amounts provided for edu
cation program management shall be avail
able for a grant to the Close Up Foundation: 
Provided further, That not more than 
$3,218,000 shall be made available for the Fed
eral Financial System in fiscal year 1992: 
Provided further, That none of the funds pro
vided in this Act may be used to prepare a 
reprogramming proposal to reorganize the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs until a task force 
consisting of tribal, Bureau and depart
mental representatives reviews any proposal 
to reorganize the Bureau and provides a final 
report to the Committees on Appropriations 
regarding consultation and a review of the 
proposal: Provided further, That none of the 
funds provided in this Act may be used to 
undertake a reorganization pursuant to 64 
Stat. 1262 or any other provision of law: Pro
vided further, That income received by the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs as a deduction from 
timber sale receipts shall remain available 
until expended. 

CONSTRUCTION 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

For construction, major repair, and im
provement of irrigation and power systems, 
buildings, utilities, and other facilities, in
cluding architectural and engineering serv-

ices by contract; acquisition of lands and in
terests in lands; preparation of lands for 
farming; maintenance of Indian reservation 
roads as defined in section 101 of title 23, 
United States Code; and construction, repair, 
and improvement of Indian housing, 
$219,856,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That of the funds pre
viously provided under this head for con
struction contract support, $7,000,000 is here
by rescinded: Provided further, That $1,000,000 
of the funds made available in this Act shall 
be available for rehabilitation of tribally 
owned fish hatcheries and related facilities: 
Provided further, That such amounts as may 
be available for the construction of the Nav
ajo Indian Irrigation Project may be trans
ferred to the Bureau of Reclamation: Pro
vided further, That not to exceed 6 per cen
tum of contract authority available to the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs from the Federal 
Highway Trust Fund may be used to cover 
the road program management costs of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs: Provided further, 
That none of the funds available to the Bu
reau of Indian Affairs in this or any other 
Act shall be used to transfer, through agree
ment, memorandum of understanding, dem
onstration project or other method, the Safe
ty of Dams program of the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs to the Bureau of Reclamation: Pro
vided further, That nothing herein shall pre
vent the Bureau of Indian Affairs or tribes 
from using, on a case-by-case basis, the tech
nical expertise of the Bureau of Reclama
tion: Provided further, That none of the funds 
provided for the Safety of Dams program are 
available for transfer pursuant to sections 
101 and 102 of this Act. 

MISCELLANEOUS PAYMENTS TO INDIANS 

For miscellaneous payments to Indian 
tribes and individuals pursuant to Public 
Laws 98-500, 99-264, 100-580, 101-618, 101-602, 
101-628, 101-486, and 100-585, including funds 
for necessary administrative expenses, 
$87,617,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That income earned on 
funds appropriated by Public Law 101-121, 
October 23, 1989, 103 Stat. 701, 715 for the pur
poses of section 6(b) of the Puyallup Tribe of 
Indians Settlement Act of 1989, Public Law 
101-41, June 21, 1989, 103 Stat. 83, may be uti
lized by the Permanent Trust Fund Board of 
Trustees to secure necessary and appropriate 
financial, auditing, accounting, insurance 
and other administrative services to fulfill 
the Board of Trustees' fiduciary and admin
istrative responsibilities: Provided further, 
That no more than 5 per centum of the in
come in any year may be utilized for such 
purposes: Provided further, That of the funds 
included for Public Law 101-602, $12,000,000 
shall be made available on September 30, 
1992; of the funds included for Public Law 
101-628, $23,000,000 shall be made available on 
September 30, 1992; and of the funds included 
for Public Law 101-618, $12,500,000 shall be 
made available on September 30, 1992. 

NAVAJO REHABILITATION TRUST FUND 

For Navajo tribal rehabilitation and im
provement activities in accordance with the 
provisions of section 32(d) of Public Law 93-
531, as amended (25 u.s.a. 640d-30), including 
necessary administrative expenses, $4,000,000, 
to remain available until expended. 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE OF INDIAN ENTERPRISES 

For payment of management and technical 
assistance requests associated with loans 
and grants approved under the Indian Fi
nancing Act of 1974, as amended, $1,000,000. 

INDIAN DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For the cost, as defined in section 13201 of 
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, includ-

ing the cost of modifying loans, of expert as
sistance loans authorized by the Act of No
vember 4, 1963, as amended, and the cost of 
direct loans authorized by the Indian Fi
nancing Act of 1974, as amended, $3,039,000: 
Provided, That these funds are available to 
subsidize gross obligations for the principal 
amount of direct loans not to exceed 
$15,735,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro
gram, $1,020,000, which may be transferred to 
and merged with the appropriations for Oper
ation of Indian Programs to cover the com
mon overhead expenses associated with im
plementing the Credit Reform Act of 1990. 

INDIAN GUARANTEED LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For the cost, as defined in section 13201 of 
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, includ
ing the cost of modifying loans, of guaran
teed loans authorized by the Indian Financ
ing Act of 1974, as amended, $8,512,000: Pro
vided, That these funds are available to sub
sidize total loan principal any part of which 
is to be guaranteed not to exceed $56,432,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the guaranteed loan 
program, $1,020,000, which may be transferred 
to and merged with the appropriations for 
Operation of Indian Programs to cover the 
common overhead expenses associated with 
implementing the Credit Reform Act of 1990. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations for the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs (except the revolving fund for loans, 
the Indian loan guarantee and insurance 
fund, the Technical Assistance of Indian En
terprises account, the Indian Direct Loan 
Program account, and the Indian Guaranteed 
Loan Program account) shall be available for 
expenses of exhibits, and purchase of not to 
exceed 188 passenger carrying motor vehi
cles, of which not to exceed 147 shall be for 
replacement only. 

TERRITORIAL AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 

ADMINISTRATION OF TERRITORIES 

For expenses necessary for the administra
tion of territories under the jurisdiction of 
the Department of the Interior, $103,177,000, 
of which (1) $99,194,000 shall be available 
until expended for technical assistance, in
cluding maintenance assistance, drug inter
diction and abuse prevention, and brown tree 
snake control and research; late charges and 
payments of the annual interest rate dif
ferential required by the Federal Financing 
Bank, under terms of the second refinancing 
of an existing loan to the Guam Power Au
thority, as authorized by law (Public Law 98-
454; 98 Stat. 1732); grants to the judiciary in 
American Samoa for compensation and ex
penses, as authorized by law (48 U.S.C. 
1661(c)); grants to the Government of Amer
ican Samoa, in addition to current local rev
enues, for construction and support of gov
ernmental functions; grants to the Govern
ment of the Virgin Islands as authorized by 
law; grants to the Government of Guam, as 
authorized by law; grants to the Government 
of the Northern Mariana Islands as author
ized by law (Public Law 94-241; 90 Stat. 272); 
and (2) $3,983,000 shall be available for sala
ries and expenses of the Office of Territorial 
and International Affairs: Provided, That the 
territorial and local governments herein pro
vided for are authorized to make purchases 
through the General Services Administra
tion: Provided further, That all financial 
transactions of the territorial and local gov
ernments herein provided for, including such 
transactions of all agencies or instrumental
ities established or utilized by such govern
ments, shall be audited by the General Ac-
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counting Office, in accordance with chapter 
35 of title 31, United States Code: Provided 
further , That Northern Mariana Islands Cov
enant grant funding shall be provided ac
cording to those terms of the Agreement of 
the Special Representatives on Future Unit
ed States Financial Assistance for the 
Northern Mariana Islands approved by Pub
lic Law 99-396, except that should the Sec
retary of the Interior believe that the per
formance standards of such agreement are 
not being met, operations funds may be 
withheld, but only by Act of Congress as re
quired by Public Law 99--396: Provided further , 
That $1,025,000 of the amounts provided for 
technical assistance shall be available for a 
grant to the Close Up Foundation: Provided 
further, That the funds for the program of op
erations and maintenance improvement are 
appropriated to institutionalize routine op
erations and maintenance of capital infra
structure in American Samoa, Guam, the 
Virgin Islands, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, the Republic of 
Palau, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, 
and the Federated States of Micronesia 
through assessments of long-range oper
ations and maintenance needs, improved ca
pability of local operations and maintenance 
institutions and agencies (including manage
ment and vocational education training), 
and project-specific maintenance (with terri
torial participation and cost sharing to be 
determined by the Secretary based on the in
dividual territory's commitment to timely 
maintenance of its capital assets). 

TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS 
For expenses necessary for the Department 

of the Interior in administration of the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands pursuant to 
the Trusteeship Agreement approved by 
joint resolution of July 18, 1947 (61 Stat. 397), 
and the Act of June 30, 1954 (68 Stat. 330), as 
amended (90 Stat. 299; 91 Stat. 1159; 92 Stat. 
495), and grants to the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands, in addition to local revenues, 
for support of governmental functions; 
$27,951,000 to remain available until expended 
including $17,651,000 for operations of the 
Government of Palau, to be expended as de
termined by the Government of Palau: Pro
vided, That all financial transactions of the 
Trust Territory, including such transactions 
of all agencies or instrumentalities estab
lished or utilized by such Trust Territory, 
shall be audited by the General Accounting 
Office in accordance with chapter 35 of title 
31, United States Code: Provided further, That 
the government of the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands is authorized to make pur
chases through the General Services Admin
istration: Provided further, That all Govern
ment operations funds appropriated and obli
gated for the Republic of Palau under this 
account for fiscal year 1992, shall be credited 
as an offset against fiscal year 1992 payments 
made pursuant to the legislation approving 
the Palau Compact of Free Association (Pub
lic Law 99-658), if such Compact is imple
mented before October 1, 1992: Provided fur
titer, That not less than $300,000 of the grants 
to the Republic of Palau, for support of gov
ermnental fUnctions, shall be dedicated to 
the College of Micronesia in accordance with 
the agreement between the Micronesian en
tities. 

COMPACT OF FREE ASSOCIATION 
For economic assistance and necessary ex

penses for the Federated States of Microne
sia and the Republic of the Marshall Islands 
as provided for in sections 122, 221, 223, 232, 
and 233 of the Compacts of Free Association, 
$26,010,000, to remain available until ex-

pended, as authorized by Public Law 99-239: 
Provided, That the effective date of the Palau 
Compact for purposes of economic assistance 
pursuant to the Palau Compact of Free Asso
ciation, Public Law 99-658, shall be the effec
tive date of the Palau Compact as deter
mined pursuant to section 101 of Public Law 
101-219: Provided further, That the language 
in the third proviso under this head in Public 
Law 100-446 is amended by striking the word 
"Ejit" and inserting the word "Majuro": Pro
vided further, That of the amount appro
priated, $2,000,000 shall be available ex gratia 
for the relocation and resettlement of the 
people of Rongelap on Rongelap Atoll: Pro
vided further, That such sum shall be paid to 
a trustee selected by the Rongelap Atoll 
Local Government Council subject only to 
the disapproval of the Secretary of the Inte
rior to be held in trust pursuant to the provi
sions of a trust agreement approved by the 
Rongelap Atoll Local Government Council 
subject only to the disapproval of the Sec
retary: Provided further, That such fund and 
the earnings and distribution therefrom 
shall not be subject to any form of Federal, 
State, or local taxation: Provided further, 
That the Secretary may approve expendi
tures of up to $500,000 in fiscal year 1992 for 
projects on Mejatto: Provided further, That 
the Government of the United States shall 
not be liable in any cause of action in law or 
equity from the administration and distribu
tion of the trust funds: Provided further, That 
of the amount appropriated, $1,000,000 shall 
be available for studies on Rongelap Atoll. 

DEPARTMENTAL OFFICES 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 

Secretary of the Interior, $66,414,000, of 
which not to exceed $7,500 may be for official 
reception and representation expenses. 

OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Solicitor, $30,525,000. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of In
spector General, $24,244,000. 

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Construction Management, $2,243,000. 

NATIONAL INDIAN GAMING COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the National In
dian Gaming Commission, pursuant to Pub
lic Law 100-497, $1,890,000, subject to author
ization. 

OILSPILL F..MERGENCY FUND 
For necessary expenses f1lr contingency 

planning, respon~. natural resource damage 
assessment and restoration activities related 
to any discharge of oil in waters of the Unit
ed States upon a determination by the Sec
retary of the Interior that such funds are 
necessary for the protection or restoration of 
natural resources under his jurisdiction; 
$3,900,000, which shall remain available until 
expended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
There is hereby authorized for acquisition 

from available resources within the Working 
Capital Fund, 11 aircraft, 7 of which shall be 
for replacement and which may be obtained 
by donation, purchase or through available 
excess surplus property: Provided, That no 

programs funded with appropriated funds in 
the "Office of the Secretary", "Office of the 
Solicitor", and "Office of Inspector General" 
may be augmented through the Working 
Capital Fund or the Consolidated Working 
Fund. 
GENERAL PROVISIONS, DEPARTMENT OF 

THE INTERIOR 
SEC. 101. Appropriations made in this title 

shall be available for expenditure or transfer 
(within each bureau or office), with the ap
proval of the Secretary, for the emergency 
reconstruction, replacement, or repair of air
craft, buildings, utilities, or other facilities 
or equipment damaged or destroyed by fire, 
flood, storm, or other unavoidable causes: 
Provided, That no funds shall be made avail
able under this authority until funds specifi
cally made available to the Department of 
the Interior for emergencies shall have been 
exhausted: Provided further, That all funds 
used pursuant to this section must be replen
ished by a supplemental appropriation which 
must be requested as promptly as possible. 

SEc. 102. The Secretary may authorize the 
expenditure or transfer of any no year appro
priation in this title, in addition to the 
amounts included in the budget programs of 
the several agencies, for the suppression or 
emergency prevention of forest or range fires 
on or threatening lands under the jurisdic
tion of the Department of the Interior; for 
the emergency rehabilitation of burned-over 
lands under its jurisdiction; for emergency 
actions related to potential or actual earth
quakes, floods, volcanoes, storms, or other 
unavoidable causes; for contingency plan
ning subsequent to actual oilspills; response 
and natural resource damage assessment ac
tivities related to actual oilspills; for the 
prevention, suppression, and control of ac
tual or potential grasshopper and Mormon 
cricket outbreaks on lands under the juris
diction of the Secretary, pursuant to the au
thority in section 1773(b) of Public Law 99-
198 (99 Stat. 1658); for emergency reclamation 
projects under section 410 of Public Law 9~ 
87; and shall transfer, from any no year funds 
available to the Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement, such funds as 
may be necessary to permit assumption of 
regulatory authority in the event a primacy 
State is not carrying out the regulatory pro
visions of the Surface Mining Act: Provided, 
That appropriations made in this title for 
fire suppression purposes shall be available 
for the payment of obligations incurred dur
ing the preceding fiscal year, and for reim
bursement to other Federal agencies for de
struction of vehicles, aircraft, or other 
equipment in connection with their use for 
fire suppression purposes, such reimburse
ment to be credited to appropriations cur
rently available at the time of receipt there
of: Provided further, That for emergency re
habilitation and wildfire suppression activi
ties, no funds shall be made available under 
this authority until funds appropriated to 
the "Emergency Department of the Interior 
Firefighting Fund" shall have been ex
hausted: Provided further, That all funds used 
pursuant to this section must be replenished 
by a supplemental appropriation which must 
be requested as promptly as possible: Pro
vided further, That such replenishment funds 
shall be used to reimburse, on a pro rata 
basis, accounts from which emergency funds 
were transferred. 

SEc. 103. Appropriations made in this title 
shall be available for operation of ware
houses, garages, shops, and similar facilities, 
wherever consolidation of activities will COil
tribute to efficiency or economy, and said 
appropriations shall be reimbursed for serv-
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ices rendered to any other activity in the 
same manner as authorized by sections 1535 
and 1536 of title 31, U.S.C.: Provided, That re
imbursements for costs and supplies, mate
rials, equipment, and for services rendered 
may be credited to the appropriation current 
at the time such reimbursements are re
ceived. 

SEC. 104. Appropriations made to the De
partment of the Interior in this title shall be 
available for services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, when authorized by the Sec
retary, in total amount not to exceed 
$500,000; hire, maintenance, and operation of 
aircraft; hire of passenger motor vehicles; 
purchase of reprints; payment for telephone 
service in private residences in the field, 
when authorized under regulations approved 
by the Secretary; and the payment of dues, 
when authorized by the Secretary, for li
brary membership in societies or associa
tions which issue publications to members 
only or at a price to members lower than to 
subscribers who are not members. 

SEC. 105. Appropriations available to the 
Department of the Interior for salaries and 
expenses shall be available for uniforms or 
allowances therefor, as authorized by law (5 
U.S.C. 5901-5902 and D.C. Code 4-204). 

SEC. 106. Appropriations made in this title 
shall be available for obligation in connec
tion with contracts issued by the General 
Services Administration for services or rent
als for periods not in excess of twelve 
months beginning at any time during the fis
cal year. 

SEc. 107. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available pursuant to this 
Act shall be obligated or expended to finance 
changing the name of the mountain located 
63 degrees, 04 minutes, 15 seconds west, pres
ently named and referred to as Mount 
McKinley. 

SEc. 108. Notwithstanding any other provi
sions of law, in fiscal year 1992 and there
after, appropriations in this title shall be 
available to provide insurance on official 
motor vehicles, aircraft, and boats operated 
by the Department of the Interior in Canada 
and Mexico. 

SEC. 109. No funds provided in this title 
may be used to detail any employee to an or
ganization unless such detail is in accord
ance with Office of Personnel Management 
regulations. 

SEc. 110. No funds provided in this title 
may be expended by the Department of the 
Interior for the conduct of offshore leasing 
and related activities placed under restric
tion in the President's moratorium state
ment of June 26, 1990, in the areas of North
ern, Central, and Southern California; the 
North Atlantic; Washington and Oregon; and 
the Eastern Gulf of Mexico south of 26 de
grees north latitude and east of 86 degrees 
west longitude. 

SEC. 111. No funds provided in this title 
may be expended by the Department of the 
Interior for the conduct of leasing, or the ap
proval or permitting of any drilling or other 
exploration activity, on lands within the 
North Aleutian Basin planning area. 

SEC. 112. No funds provided in this title 
may be expended by the Department of the 
Interior for the conduct of preleasing and 
leasing activities in the Eastern Gulf of Mex
ico for Outer Continental Shelf Lease Sale 
137 ·or for Sale 151 in the February 1991 draft 
proposal for the Outer Continental Shelf 
Natural Gas and Oil Resource Management 
Comprehensive Program, 1992-1997. 

SEc. 113. No funds provided in this title 
may be expended by the Department of the 
Interior for the conduct of preleasing and 

leasing activities in the Atlantic for Outer 
Continental Shelf Lease Sale 145 in the Feb
ruary 1991 draft proposal for the Outer Con
tinental Shelf Natural Gas and Oil Resource 
Management Comprehensive Program, 1992-
1997. 

SEc. 114. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used for the implementa
tion or financing of agreements or arrange
ments with entities for the management of 
all lands, waters, and interests therein on 
Matagorda Island, Texas, which were pur
chased by the Department of the Interior 
with federally appropriated amounts from 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 

SEc. 115. The provision of section 114 shall 
not apply if the transfer of management or 
control is ratified by law. 

SEC. 116. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, in fiscal year 1992 and thereafter, 
any appropriations or funds available to the 
Department of the Interior in this Act may 
be used to provide nonmonetary awards of 
nominal value to private individuals and or
ganizations that make contributions to De
partment of the Interior programs. 

SEc. 117. Appropriations under this title in 
fiscal year 1992 and thereafter, may be made 
available for paying costs incidental to the 
utilization of services contributed by indi
viduals who serve without compensation as 
volunteers in aid of work for units of the De
partment of the Interior. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
points of order against title? 

POINTS OF ORDER 
Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, on be

half of myself, the gentlewoman from 
Nevada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH], and the 
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. THOM
AS], I raise points of order against the 
following provisions on the grounds 
that they violate clause 2, rule XXI, of 
the rules of the House: 

Beginning with "Provided" on page 
10, line 10 through page 12, line 11; 

Beginning with "Provided" on page 
24, line 9 through line 11; 

Beginning with "Provided" on page 
25, line 10 through line 15; and 

Beginning with "Provided" on page 
28, line 9 through "9~7:" on page 30, 
line 1. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GoRDON). Does 
any member wish to be heard on the 
points of order? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I concede 
the points of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The points of order 
are conceded, and sustained, and those 
provisions are stricken. 

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. ROE 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani

mous consent that I be permitted to 
offer my amendments at this time and 
that they be considered en bloc not
withstanding the fact that we have not 
come to that point in the reading. This 
request has been cleared by the minor
ity. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I offer two 

amendments. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. RoE: On p. 83, 

insert before the period on line 20 the follow-

ing: "; Provided further, That none of the 
funds appropriated herein shall be made 
available for acquisition of land of the 
Smithsonian Environmental Research Cen
ter before the date of the enactment of an 
act authorizing the use of funds for that pur
pose." 

On p. 84, insert before the period on line 25 
the following: "; Provided, That none of the 
funds appropriated herein shall be made 
available for construction of the East Court 
Building project, National Museum of Natu
ral History before the date of the enactment 
of an act authorizing the use of funds for 
that purpose." 

Mr. ROE (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendments be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, my amend

ments are straightforward and non
controversial. 

Assumed within the general appro
priation of approximately $286 million 
for salaries and expenses of the Smith
sonian Institution is $300,000 for acqui
sition of land at the Smithsonian Envi
ronmental Research Center. 

Also assumed within the appropria
tion of $20.1 million for construction is 
$10 million for continued renovation 
and construction of the East Court 
Building project of the National Mu
seum of Natural History. Both pro
grams have not been authorized. 

My en bloc amendment simply pro
vides that the funds for both programs 
would not be made available before en
actment of an act authorizing the use 
of funds for those purposes. 

My amendment does not strike the 
$300,000 for land acquisition or the $10 
million for the East Court project or 
reduce the Smithsonian's overall ap
propriation. It simply limits the funds 
to enactment of authorizing legisla
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, tomorrow our Sub
committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds has scheduled a hearing on 
these matters. This hearing is a result 
of several meetings that have been held 
with representatives of the Smithso
nian to discuss authorization of the 
necessary land acquisition and the 
East Court project. Thus, pursuant to 
the normal legislative process, these 
matters are being considered by the 
Public Works Committee. Circumvent
ing that process means that these is
sues escape the scrutiny normally af
forded other proposals. 

My amendment is intended to protect 
and insure the prerogatives of the au
thorization process and I urge its adop
tion. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROE. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, we accept 
the amendments. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 
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0 1240 Mr. ROE. I yield to the gentleman 

from Arkansas. 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair

man, I support the gentleman's amend
ments. 

Public Law 101-455 appropriated in fiscal 
year 1991 $30 million for the design and con
struction of approximately 80,000 square feet 
of space within the East Court of the National 
Museum of Natural History. The $20,100,000 
appropriated in H.R. 2686 for fiscal year 1992 
has yet to be authorized. The House Public 
Works and Transportation Committee should 
review and authorize this request for fiscal 
year 1992 moneys prior to any appropriation. 
I urge my colleagues to support the gentle
man's amendment. 

I rise in strong support of the gentleman's 
amendment. Clearly the proposed acquisition 
of three parcels of land for the Smithsonian's 
Environmental Research Center should be re
viewed and authorized by the Public Works 
and Transportation Committee prior to any 
funds being appropriated. I urge my col
leagues to support the gentleman's amend
ment. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, without any less re
spect for my distinguished colleague 
from Illinois and chairman of the com
mittee, I just want to point out that I 
rise in strong support of this amend
ment. As the record shows, I have be
fore supported this simple concept: 
Projects subject to the jurisdictional 
authority of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation or any other 
authorizing committee should not be 
funded without proper authorization. 

The committee feels so strongly 
about this concept that already this 
year, on this floor, we have been com
pelled on two occasions to make points 
of order against appropriations bills 
that sought to override our jurisdic
tion; and both objections were duly 
upheld, of course. 

My Subcommittee on Public Build
ings and Grounds plans to hold hear
ings on these projects tomorrow. Sure
ly, the Appropriations Committee 
could have let the normal legislative 
process be followed. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAVAGE. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, this gen
tleman from Illinois has conceded the 
points of order and, in effect, stated 
the gentleman is correct. 

Mr. SAVAGE. If I may, I just want 
though to proceed to make this point 
with regard to the Smithsonian be
cause, as chairman of the Subcommit
tee on Public Buildings and Grounds of 
the Committee on Public Works, I spe
cifically-in my office privately and in 
subcommittee hearing publicly-have 
respectfully, clearly and firmly advised 
the Smithsonian to cease its practice 
of circumventing the authorizing proc
ess; and amending these provisions in 
this legislation will, I hope, convince 

all that the prerogatives of this body's 
diligent and knowledgeable authorizing 
committees must be protected; and, to 
this end, I urge adoption of the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendments offered by the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. ROE]. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word in order 
that I may enter into a colloquy. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to request assistance from the chair
man of the Appropriations Subcommit
tee on Interior, Mr. YATES, and from 
the ranking member on this side of the 
aisle, Mr. REGULA, to address a critical 
funding shortfall at the National Fish 
Laboratory in La Crosse, WI. 

Mr. Chairman, you will recall my tes
timony over the past 3 years before the 
committee in which I have requested 
additional operations and maintenance 
funds for the La Crosse lab. I wish to 
express my appreciation for the com
mittee's efforts. 

The problem is this: First, last year 
the committee directed $500,000 in 
zebra mussel research funds to the lab. 
Unfortunately, the research funds can
not be applied to meeting maintenance 
needs; second, 2 years ago the commit
tee provided $175,00<> for the lab's main
tenance account, but the Fish and 
Wildlife Service interpreted congres
sional intent as requiring only a 1-year· 
infusion of funds. 

Given that the lab has realized less 
than a 3-percent funding increase since 
1983, and given that the lab will receive 
no increase in either research or oper
ations and maintenance funding this 
year, I would like to ask the chairman 
or the ranking member how we might 
further address this funding shortfall? 

Mr. YATES. I appreciate the gentle
man's further efforts to obtain needed 
maintenance funds for the National 
Fish Laboratory in La Crosse. Our next 
step in this effort can best be achieved 
in three ways. 

First, before the House-Senate con
ference on this bill, I will request that 
the Fish and Wildlife Service assess the 
critical maintenance needs at the La 
Crosse Fish Lab and report back to the 
committee within 30 days. This same 
request was made in 1989, though the 
Service failed to incorporate any of its 
findings in its subsequent budget re
quest. This assessment will then allow 
us to consider further funding in con
ference to meet the needs of the La 
Crosse lab. 

Second, I will make it clear that con
gressional intent in the fiscal year 1990 
report was that increased funding for 
the lab's operations and maintenance 
account should be directed at base 
funding, not at cyclical maintenance 
funding. 

Third, I will also direct the Service 
to include a detailed list of the La 
Crosse lab's maintenance needs to ac
company its funding request next year. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
deeply appreciate the remarks of the 
gentleman. 

Mr. REGULA. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GUNDERSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I con
cur in the remarks of the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. YATES], and I think 
we will be able to address the problem. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
simply want to thank both the chair
man and ranking member of the com
mittee for their continued interest and 
efforts over the past 3 years. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries, I rise to clarify the committee's 
intent with respect to a provision in 
the bill that attempts to place a cap on 
expenditures from the sport fish res
toration account, which is more com
monly known as the Breaux-Wallop 
fund. It is financed entirely through 
contributions from sport fishermen and 
boaters and is spent exclusively on 
sport fish restoration projects. 

The Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries has strongly opposed at
tempts to withhold or divert funds 
from this account in the past a"'ld be
lieves that we would be setting a ter
rible precedent if we begin to use these 
funds for purposes unrelated to the res
toration of sport fisheries. 

We also believe that this provision 
does not have the intended effect of 
capping expenditures from the Breaux
Wallop fund. If we are correct, the pro
vision will be without legal effect. We 
nevertheless believe it should be struck 
from the bill because its inclusion 
would create a great deal of confusion 
about congressional intent and com
plicate the administration of the 
Breaux-Wallop program. 

In closing, I simply want to ask the 
chairman if he is willing, in light of 
these arguments, to assure me of his 
intention to reconsider this provision 
in conference. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STUDDS. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
assure the gentleman that we are very 
much interested in the proper adminis
tration of the sport fisheries account, 
and that I will do everything I can to 
review and reconsider this provision. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman. Sports fishermen and 
unsports fishermen have no greater 
friend than he. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, as the ranking Repub
lican member of the Budget Commit
tee, I must inform the House that this 
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emergency firefighting provision and a 
similar one elsewhere in the bill for the 
Forest Service violate the budget 
agreement we worked so hard to forge 
last fall. 

Section 250(c)(4)(A) of the Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended by 
OBRA 1990, states: 

For fiscal years 1991, 1992, and 1993 * * * 
Discretionary appropriations * * * shall be 
those so designated in the joint statement of 
managers accompanying the conference re
port on the Omnibus Bu!}get Reconciliation 
Act of 1990. 

The statement of managers des
ignates the firefighting accounts under 
the Interior Subcommittee as discre
tionary spending. It is clear that fire
fighting funds were intended to be in
cluded under the spending caps and not 
as emergencies. 

The committee has created these new 
emergency accounts for the explicit 
purpose of avoiding spending restric
tions imposed by the Budget Enforce
ment Act. They simply had too many 
requests for special projects. Rather 
than exclude their colleagues' projects, 
they resorted to budgetary slight of 
hand in order to exceed their alloca
tion. 

I am not against funding firefighting. 
The firefighting accounts should be 
fully funded to the level requested by 
the President. What I am protesting is 
the way in which the committee has 
chosen to fund this activity. Rather 
than make the hard choice between 
protecting our national parks, forests, 
and public lands or funding low prior
ity special interest programs and 
projects, the committee chose to cre
ate a.n "emergency fund" so that they 
could legally spend more than their al
location. 

Frankly, this is all a. little too clever 
by half. They are trying to have their 
cake and eat it too. The subcommittee 
chairman has said that fire suppression 
funds should be mandatory. Maybe so, 
but they were included under the dis
cretionary caps of the budget agree
ment. If fire suppression funds are to 
be moved to the mandatory category, 
then the discretionary cap should be 
reduced. 

My real concern is the trend toward 
creating new emergencies in order to 
avoid budgetary constraints. Two 
weeks ago, we had $14 million in the 
veterans appropriation. Today, we have 
$213 million for firefighting. Later this 
week we will have a $600 million emer
gency fund for LlliEAP. 

If firefighting is an emergency, why 
not FEMA disaster loans? How about 
farm disaster payments? The commit
tee is deliberately confusing the issue 
and violating the spirit if not the letter 
of the Budget Enforcement Act. Of 
course forest fires are emergencies, but 
like FEMA and other disaster-related 
programs, they are emergencies that 
are routinely planned for and which are 
normally funded in appropriations. 

49-059 0-95 Vol. 137 (Pt. 11) 38 

They are explicitly recognized as such 
in the Budget Enforcement Act. 

It is plain to see where this all ends; 
before long everything will become an 
emergency and we will have no more 
budget discipline. The proper course is 
to draw the line, make the hard politi
cal choices and get the budget under 
control. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to, in closing, 
call Members' attention to a statement 
issued by the administration on this 
subject, which expresses concern about 
this bill; so serious that the statement 
of administration policy indicates that 
if these items are not corrected, the 
President's senior advisers will rec
ommend that the bill be vetoed. 

On the subject of firefighting 
scorekeeping, I would like to just read 
three short paragraphs from the ad
ministration's statement, so at least 
the committee can take these views 
into account as it proceeds to consider 
this issue: 

Although the Committee restored $213 mil
lion in discretionary funding for firefighting 
costs eliminated by the Subcommittee, the 
Administration strongly objects to the ap
proach taken in the amendment. The bill, as 
amended, would preclude use of the funds un
less the President declares an emergency, 
thus exempting all expenditures from appli
cable spending limits. This appears to be a 
gimmick designed to force the President to 
declare an emergency for clearly anticipated 
costs and thereby evade the domestic discre
tionary caps. As such, it is a violation of the 
budget agreement. 

Because these costs can be reasonably an
ticipated and funded in advance, the Office of 
Management and , Budget would not rec
ommend to the President that he designate 
appropriations for this purpose as "emer
gency requirements." The President's re
quest reflects the average of annual fire
fighting costs over the past decade. The ap
proach adopted by the Committee is incon
sistent with the spirit and intent of the 
"emergency" exception in the Budget En
forcement Act (BEA). 

The Administration urges the House to 
fund firefighting operations of the level of 
anticipated firefighting needs and to do so 
within the domestic discretionary spending 
limits established by the BEA. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just complete 
this by saying to my colleagues I have 
no amendment to offer at thi.s stage. I 
simply wanted to, in my capacity as a 
member of the Committee on Budget, 
to call the attention of the House to 
this Member's opinion, that there is a 
problem here that needs to get fixed. If 
it cannot be fixed on the floor, perhaps 
it can be done in the conference. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VENTO 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to offer an amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. VENTO: On page 

19, line 23, strike the period and insert the 
following: "Provided further, That until 
March 1, 1992, none of the funds appropriated 
under this head may be expanded for the 

Steamtown National Historic Site unless 
specifically authorized." 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, reserving the right to object, I 
just want to make sure I have this 
clarified; that section pertains to con
struction of a gateway park associated 
with the Illinois and Michigan Canal 
and National Heritage Quarter? 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield under the reservation? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, no, that 
is another matter. This does not deal 
with that matter. This is a unanimous 
consent request, really, in lieu of offer
ing an amendment to strike this, an 
agreement has been worked out be
tween myself and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MCDADE] whose dis
trict is contained therein. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. This does 
not pertain to the Illinois and Michi
gan Canal and National Heritage Quar
ter? 

Mr. VENTO. If the gentleman will 
yield, no, it does not. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I withdraw my reservation of ob
jection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] is recog
nized for 5 minutes in support of his 
amendment. 

0 1250 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, as I indi

cated, I was prepared to offer an 
amendment to strike $14 million from 
the National Park Service construction 
appropriations account because it rep
resents unauthorized funding for the 
Steamtown National Historic Site. 
However, after discussions with Rep
resentative McDADE, who represents 
the area in question, he and I have 
come to agreement on bill language 
that is embodied in the amendment I 
am now offering. This amendment, 
which I understand Chairman YATES 
will also support, allows the authoriza
tion process to proceed in an orderly 
fashion before further funds are spent 
on Steamtown National Historic Site. 

To his credit, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MCDADE] has indi
cated his willingness to introduce an 
authorization bill to provide funding 
for Steamtown National Historic Site. 
I, in turn, have indicated my willing
ness to work with the gentleman to ad
dress this matter. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania has also agreed to accept 
my amendment that prohibits expendi
tures of funds for Steamtown National 
Historic Site from October 1, 1991 to 
March 1, 1992, unless specifically au-
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thorized. I expect a full review of the 
situation and proper authorization to 
take place before that time. 

Mr. Chairman, we have all heard that 
we should not look a gift horse in the 
mouth. The railroad yards and rolling 
stock at Steamtown National Historic 
Site are such a gift horse. Steamtown 
National Historic Site in Scranton, PA, 
consists of the Delaware, Lackawanna, 
and Western Railroad yard and the 
Steamtown collection assembled by 
the late F. Nelson Blount which in
cludes a significant number of non
American engines and trains. Donated 
to the National Park Service, the col
lection of 35 locomotives and 82 pieces 
of rolling stock includes locomotives 
and cars with an appraised value of $1.2 
million and railroad yards with an ap
praised value of $1 million. To date, the 
National Park Service has spent $39 
million there. That $39 million has 
gone to a variety of projects. 

In 1986 the Congress authorized the 
site and with it appropriations of $20 
million for Steamtown. In less than 5 
years the funds spent on the site have 
nearly doubled the authorized level. 
Furthermore, I understand that the 
total development costs at Steamtown 
are expected to exceed $65 million. 
Steamtown National Historic Site well 
illustrates some of the difficulties we 
encounter when appropriations pre
cedes authorization. This year's appro
priation bill includes an additional $14 
million for Steamtown. This is the sin
gle largest item in the National Park 
Service construction appropriation. 

In an era of very tight budgets when 
parks all over the Nation cry for essen
tial funding to prevent further deterio
ration of their precious resources. Un
less my amendment is adopted, we 
would be spending $14 million without 
the checks and balances of the normal 
authorization/appropriations process. 

There are other problems as well. 
The park's comprehensive management 
plan states: 

The National Park Service will not accept 
donation of any properties unless and until 
they have been cleared of toxic substances 
and hazardous materials. 

I understand that the National Park 
Service is paying thousands of dollars 
to clean up the rail yard, to remove the 
asbestos, toxic substances including 
PCB's and mercury, to clean up con
taminated soils on lands that they 
technically do not own. 

The comprehensive management plan 
also calls for reconstruction of the par
tial roundhouse, coal tipple, water 
cranes, sand tower, passenger shelter, 
and cinder pit for a total construction 
cost of these items of $13,451,000. Na
tional Park Service policies strongly 
discourage reconstruction of missing 
historic structures. In a park with 
258,000 square feet of buildings and 1 
million objects including 35 loco
motives and 82 other rolling stock, the 
National Park Service is here propos-

ing spending over $13 million to recon
struct additional structures when ex
isting ones will cost millions to keep 
up each year. At $13 million for recon
struction, Steamtown National His
toric Site is a major reconstruction 
project. 

Mr. Chairman, these are the types of 
questions that deserve review, espe
cially when coupled with the necessary 
change in authorization from $20 mil
lion to $65 million in less than 5 years. 
It is time to stop and examine these ex
penditures carefully. It is time to de
cide if the plans envisioned for 
Steamtown National Historic Site are 
really in keeping with its legislative 
purposes and national park policies. 
My amendment is quite simple: stop 
and look and listen-just as it says at 
railroad crossings: and make sure that 
Steamtown is really on the right track 
and not a runaway engine. 

Mr. Chairman, I also want to bring to 
the attention of Members that there 
are other projects in this appropria
tions bill which are being funded under 
the color of the 1935 Historic Sites Act. 
As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
National Parks and Public Lands, I in
tend to look very carefully at that law 
and develop legislation so that it is not 
used to circumvent the authorization 
process. I believe that the Historic 
Sites Act, now 56 years old, has been 
used to allow financial assistance to 
various projects that have not been 
subject to the checks and balances of 
the authorization/appropriation proc
ess. It is a loophole I expect to examine 
carefully and act upon accordingly. 
Such an approach will ensure that our 
parks and other nationally significant 
areas are properly authorized and fund
ed. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, we accept 
the amendment on this side. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, we also 
accept the amendment on this side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURTON OF 

INDIANA 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Bu~TON of Indi

ana: Page 18, line 24, strike "$237 ,506,000" and 
insert "$235,506,000". 

Page 19, line 7, strike the following: ": Pro
vided further, That of the funds provided 
under this heading, $2,000,000 shall be avail
able for a grant to restore the Chicago Pub
lic Library, Central Building as if authorized 
by the Historic Sites Act of 1935 (16 U.S.C. 
462(e))". 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
a point of order on the amendment. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, over the past several weeks I and 
others in this body have made it kind 
of a holy crusade to try to attack pork 
and wasteful spending in the various 
appropriation bills. Once again today 
we see some real pork barrel projects. I 
think the American people want to 
know about these things. They want to 
see them cut from these spending pro
posals. We are facing a $350 billion to 
$400 billion deficit this year alone, the 
largest in U.S. history, and yet the Ap
propriations Com:mittee continues to 
put pork barrel project after pork bar
rel project in these bills. I think the 
American people want this waste and 
abuse to be stopped. 

Recently, I think two weeks ago or a 
week and a half ago we had an experi
mental fish farming project in Arkan
sas that was about half a million dol
lars. We had an underwater research 
center in Florida for about $350,000 to 
$400,000, and then of course we had the 
real king of the boondoggles, the pork 
barrel projects, the extra $700 million 
for the renovation of the U.S.S. Ken
nedy, in addition to the S500 million 
that the Navy Department wanted 
added to one of the appropriation bills, 
and that was $700 million in pork. 

Well, today, Mr. Chairman, we have a 
couple extra pork barrel projects added 
to this bill. The administration has 
said that there is not enough money in 
this bill for the national park facili
ties, but in this section we find that we 
are spending money on areas that are 
totally unrelated to the National Park 
Service. 

For instance, this amendment of 
mine that I am offering now would cut 
$2 million in a grant for restoring the 
Chicago Public Library. Well, on the 
surface, helping a public library sounds 
like a laudable objective, but the fact 
of the matter is that this was not re
quested by the administration and it 
was not included by the Appropriations 
Committee. 

The National Park Service is notre
sponsible for maintaining municipal li
braries. That is a function of the Chi
cago city government, not the Federal 
Government or the National Park 
Service. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the Chi
cago Public Library is a national land
mark and has been so designated in 
this way. 

I am reading from the National Reg
ister: "The Chicago Public Library, 78 
East Washington Street," and the Reg
ister lists its architects and a descrip
tion of the building. As it happens, the 
building is one of the most beautiful 
buildings in Chicago, let alone in the 
country. It is a national landmark and 
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for that reason qualifies for appropria
tions under the bill. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, as I 
understand it, Mr. Chairman, according 
to my staff, the national park con
struction section of this bill is not for 
that purpose. I am very concerned 
about that. We have other areas in this 
country that are significant historical 
landmarks that are wanting. For in
stance, right now the Independence 
Hall project, a park project in Phila
delphia, I understand several of those 
buildings have been closed down at 
least temporarily because there are not 
enough funds to take care of them. 

The Independence Hall itself is in se
rious need of repair and there are no 
funds in here for that, and we are going 
to spend $2 million for the city of Chi
cago for a project there that is not of 
national significance. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman would appreciate knowing, I am 
sure, the fact that we put money in for 
Independence Hall reconstruction last 
year. There was no request for it this 
year, and that was the reason we did 
not put money in for it. 

We are just as interested as is the 
gentleman in maintaining the integ
rity, the construction integrity of 
Independence Hall, and had the request 
been made, we would have put it in. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, the 
fact of the matter is, Mr. Chairman, 
this is a special project for the city of 
Chicago. I do not think it has any place 
in this bill. It was not requested by the 
administration. It was not included by 
the Appropriations Committee. 

We have got a lot of other projects 
that are very important that are going 
without funding. This is a pork barrel 
project for the city of Chicago pure and 
simple. 

We are facing a $350 billion to $400 
billion deficit this year, the largest in 
U.S. history, and we do not need to be 
spending money for this purpose. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say that with respect to Independence 
Hall, I was in error and the staff has 
corrected me. 

I think the facts are these, as shown 
by the budget which is a part of our 
hearings. On page 1424, in 1991, the cur
rent fiscal year, Independence Hall re
ceived $8,210,000 for construction. 

In this budget, a request was made. I 
was in error when I said it was not 
made. In this budget a request was 
made for funds for reconstruction of 
Independence Hall in the amount of 
$8,971,000, which is more than last year, 
and we approved it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, I 
thank the gentleman for that informa-

tion, but that does not alter the fact 
that we are going to be appropriating if 
this passes, if my amendment fails, $2 
million for a municipal library in Chi
cago, and it seems to me, Mr. Chair
man, that with the deficit problems we 
have we should not be appropriating 
that money. There are a lot of other 
public libraries in this country that 
would like to have Federal funds that 
are not getting them and I do not 
think that Chicago should be singled 
out for a pork barrel project like this 
when these other areas of the country 
are in need and we have this huge na
tional deficit. It is pork pure and sim
ple. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Illinois insist on this point of 
order? 

Mr. YATES. No, Mr. Chairman. I 
withdraw my reservation of a point of 
order. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I respect the activity 
and the thrust of the amendment of the 
gentleman from Indiana, but in this 
event the gentleman is totally wrong. 

One person's pork is another person's 
public project, and that is true in this 
case. 

We have provided funds for construc
tion by the Park Service of historic 
structures throughout the country and 
to maintain the intergrity of national 
landmarks as well. 

In that vein, Mr. Chairman, we have 
provided funds for historical monu
ments, such as Faneuil Hall in Boston, 
the Old State House of Boston, for 
Independence Hall in Philadelphia, and 
we will continue to do so, because 
these are a part of the history of the 
Government of our country. 

We have as well recognized the neces
sity for conserving national land
marks. The Chicago Public Library 
which sits in one of the most promi
nent places in the city of Chicago is a 
beautiful structure. It is designated as 
a national landmark, and as such 
qualified for assistance by the Congress 
through the National Park Service. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. Of course, I yield to the 
gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I just have one question. 

First of all, was this requested by the 
administration? And second, is this a 
high priority project or any kind of a 
priority project of the National Park 
Service? 

Mr. YATES. Well, let me say first, 
Mr. Chairman·, in response to the gen
tleman's question, the administration 
did not request it, but that in itself 
does not mean that the Congress 
should not consider it. We had 370 
Members of Congress either appear be
fore our committee or write to us to 

call the attention of our committee to 
their requests for appropriations for 
particular projects or items of concern 
in their own districts. 

0 1300 
We approved some of those, we did 

not approve others. Most of them did 
not have the approval of the adminis
tration. But that does not mean that 
Congress cannot act on them. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

If the gentleman will answer the sec
ond part of that. 

Did the National Park Service indi
cate in any way that was one of their 
priority items? Or did they even indi
cate they wanted the money? 

Mr. YATES. There are a number of 
projects that the National Park Serv
ice did not request. But that does not 
mean that the Congress in its wisdom 
cannot set aside or accept their request 
and say, "This is a necessary project 
and deserved." 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If the gen
tleman would yield further, does not 
the National Park Service give the 
gentleman's committee a list of prior
ities and items that they think are in 
urgent need of Federal funds and ask 
for his support on those projects? 

Mr. YATES. That is their budget re
quest. We review their budget request 
and decide which of the projects the 
Congress should support. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. And this 
was not on that? 

Mr. YATES. And this was not on that 
list. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it should be 
pointed out to the gentleman from In
diana that many times the Park Serv
ice requests are scrubbed out by OMB. 
The Park Service is under the require
ment that whatever it might want has 
to clear with OMB. We found many 
times that priorities of the Park Serv
ice and the Forest Service and others 
will be different from those of OMB, 
and certainly they will be different 
from ours. 

Therefore, we have the responsibil
ity, as a policymaking body, to make 
the judgment as to what is important. 

Mr: YATES. In line with what the 
gentleman from Ohio has said, OMB did 
not request, nor did the administration 
request, that we appropriate funds for 
Fisk University, for example, or 
Tuskegee University or for a parking 
lot at the Martin Luther King Center. 
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We thought they were worthy addi
tions to those institutions, and we pro
vided funds for that. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to point 
out that we have these huge deficits 
facing us, and the administration, 
OMB, and the National Park Service 
lets the gentleman know their prior
ities because they know the limita
tions on spending. So these other 
projects are over and above those. I 
just wonder if the gentleman takes 
those into consideration when he 
thinks about the great deficit we are 
facing this year and what kind of an 
obligation that is going to impose on 
future generations of Americans? 

Mr. YATES. The committee does do 
that. This bill, as it came into this 
Hall, was well within the 602(b) alloca
tion of the budget agreement, and I 
would tell the gentleman that there is 
a requirement that we have and that is 
to meet the 602(b) allocation, and we 
have done that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote, and 
pending that I make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently, a 
quorum is not present. Pursuant to the 
provisions of clause 2 of rule XXIII, the 
Chair announces that he will reduce to 
a minimum of 5 minutes the period of 
time within which a vote by electronic 
device, if ordered, will be taken on the 
pending question following the quorum 
call. Members will record their pres
ence by electronic device. 

The call was taken by electronic de
vice. 

The following Members responded to 
their names: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 

(Roll No. 189] 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
B111ey 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Broomlleld 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Bustamante 
Byron 

Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Co111ns (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 

Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dorgan (ND) 
Dornan (CA) 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fields 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hayes (!L) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Henry 
Harger 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Holloway 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 

Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman(CA) 
Lehman(FL) 
Lent 
Levin (Ml) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrary 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
MoiTison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 

Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens (NY) 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
SeiTano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith (lA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 

Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(GA) 

Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torrice111 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
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Weber 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zel11T 
Zimmer 

The CHAIRMAN. Four hundred and 
fifteen Members have answered to their 
names, a quorum is present, and the 
committee will resume its business. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the demand of the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] for a re
corded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. Members will have 

5 minutes on this vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 104, noes 318, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bilirakis 
BlUey 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Coble 
Combest 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan(CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Fa well 
Fields 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 

[Roll No. 190] 

AYES-104 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gradison 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Holloway 
Hunter 
Inhofe 
James 
Johnson (TX) 
Johnston 
Kasich 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Leach 
Lewis (FL) 
Luken 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McEwen 
McMillen (MD) 
Meyers 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 

NOES-318 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 

Pallone 
Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Ramstad 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shuster 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Stallings 
Stearns 
Stump 
Taylor(NC) 
Upton 
Walker 
Weber 
Weldon 
Young(AK) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Clay 
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Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza. 
DeFazio 
DeLaura 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grandy 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hammerschmidt 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jacobs 

Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jantz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levin (Ml) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens(NY) 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 

Po shard 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ritter 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sa.rpa.Uus 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith(IA) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (FL) 
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Abercrombie 
Chapman 
Hopkins 
Horton 

NOT VOTING-10 
Levine (CA) 
Lloyd 
Orton 
Owens (UT) 

D 1333 

Rhodes 
Schroeder 

Messrs. SWETT, MILLER of Wash
ington, WmTTEN, and SHA YS 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Messrs. CUNNINGHAM, GLICKMAN, 
STALLINGS, LEWIS of Florida, and 
GEKAS changed their vote from "no" 
to "aye." 

Mr. KANJORSKI changed his vote 
from "present" to "no." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
I rise to engage the distinguished 

chairman of the Interior Appropria
tions Subcommittee in a colloquoy re
garding the language in the commit
tee's report regarding a new Fish and 
Wildlife Service ecological field office 
for Austin, TX. 

As the committee is aware, central 
Texas has had two birds and several 
cave-dwelling invertebrates-bugs real
ly-placed on the endangered species 
list. Any endangered species listing 
creates a great deal of uncertainty for 
landowners in a region, and central 
Texas is no exception. To help deal 
with inquiries from landowners and to 
work with the community on a plan to 
protect the endangered species, the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has rec
ommended that an ecological field of
fice be opened in Austin, TX. The Fish 
and Wildlife Service has already spent 
approximately $380,000 on the office 
and needs to spend another $500,000 in 
fiscal year 1992 to get the office fully 
staffed and functioning properly. 

The committee has included report 
language supporting up to $500,000 for 
the ecological field office in Austin. I 
am pleased that the committee has 
seen fit to support the office, but want 
to clarify the committee's language. 

Is it the intent of the report language 
that the Fish and Wildlife Service 
should spend an additional $500,000 on 
the Austin Ecological Field Office for 
fiscal year 1992, and that the language 
does not represent a cap on the total 
amount the Fish and Wildlife Service 
can spend on the Austin office? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PICKLE. I yield to the gen
tleman from illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman is correct. The $500,000 that is 
stated in the report refers to fiscal 
year 1992. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 2686, the Interior and Related 
Agencies appropriations bill for fiscal 

year 1992. Specifically, I am pleased 
with the actions taken by the Appro
priations Committee in its energy re
search and development funding for 
programs under the jurisdiction of the 
House Science, Space, and Technology 
Committee. I realize the constraints 
that the Appropriations Committee has 
been under this year and, while I take 
minor exception with some of the fund
ing levels contained in the bill, I sup
port the proposal before the House 
today. 

The House Science, Space, and Tech
nology Committee has approved legis
lation which authorizes the various re
search and development [R&D] pro
grams at the Department of Energy 
[DOE]. Our bill, H.R. 2399, is the first 
comprehensive energy R&D authoriza
tion bill voted out by the committee in 
many years and represents a careful 
examination of all of our Federal en
ergy R&D programs. The Interior ap
propriations bill before us today con
tains funding for the conservation and 
fossil fuels R&D programs under our 
committee's jurisdiction and it is on 
those programs that I would like to 
make a few comments. 

I am especially pleased to see that 
the committee has provided needed 
funding for the Electric and Hybrid 
Propulsion Development Program. This 
research effort is directed at develop
ing commercially viable electric vehi
cle technology and includes a major re
search and development effort on ad
vanced battery development. This lat
ter research is being carried out with a 
consortium of private sector compa
nies, assuring a multiplier effect on 
any Federal funding investment made 
in this area. The strong emphasis on 
electric vehicle R&D is welcome and I 
thank the committee for taking this 
needed initiative. 

The remainder of the energy con
servation R&D programs which we 
have authorized were treated fairly by 
the committee. As I mentioned before, 
I can take exception to the funding lev
els provided, since the committee au
thorization levels are above those con
tained in H.R. 2686. But the balance and 
relative priorities track very closely 
the program authorizations set forth in 
our bill. So, I am not going to take 
issue with the fine work done by the 
Appropriations Committee. 

The same can be said for the fossil 
R&D programs contained in H.R. 2686. 
We have slightly higher authorization 
levels in H.R. 2399, for some of these 
programs, but the priorities follow 
very closely on ours. The coal R&D 
funding for fuel cells and magneto
hydrodynamics [MHD] are the same as 
the Science, Space, and Technology 
Committee authorized levels. 

In summary, I would like to thank 
the members of the Subcommittee on 
Interior and the full House Committee 
on Appropriations for their work on 
H.R. 2686. In the areas where we have 
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authorization interests, the bill is a 
good effort to fashion a sound program 
of energy R&D. I think that this bill is 
the start of a productive relationship 
between our two committees in the 
critical area of energy research and de
velopment. 

D 1340 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOAGLAND 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HoAGLAND: 

Page 17, line 21, insert before the period the 
following: ": Provided further, That none of 
the funds appropriated to the National Park 
Service in this Act may be used to construct 
horse stables or any other facilities for the 
housing of horses at the Manassas National 
Battlefield Park.". 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOAGLAND. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I have 
discussed the amendment with the gen
tleman from Nebraska and with my 
ranking member, and we accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOAGLAND. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, we ac
cept the amendment. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, I am 
offering amendments today to prohibit 
the National Park Service from using 
funds to build additional horse stables 
at Manassas National Battlefield Park 
in Virginia. 

The Park Service's estimates for the 
project appear to be fluid. One esti
mate several months ago was $80,000. 
Another in April was $42,000. Basically, 
I question whether this is a proper ex
penditure of taxpayer funds and ask 
that the funds be cut or used for other 
purposes. 

According to an April 1991 Depart
ment of Interior briefing paper, the Na
tional Park Service has plans to add 
new stables and the memo states that 
Vice President QUAYLE and his family 
ride at Manassas. The Vice President 
and his family are entitled to access to 
recreation like any American family, 
but not at this cost to the taxpayer. 

What are the facts? Quite frankly, 
they are hard to ascertain. I wrote Sec
retary Lujan on April 5 requesting 
clarification of their plans, but I have 
not received an answer. I do have a let
ter signed by Secret Service special 
agent in charge, Joseph T. Petro, in 
which he urges additional stables and 
work space at the park for "training 
for the Vice Presidential Protective Di
vision." He states, "The Vice Presi
dent, Mrs. Quayle and their children 
often horseback ride" at Manassas and 
Rock Creek parks. 

The letter describes a special 3-day 
training session for Vice Presidential 
Protective Division involving over 40 

people in "extensive horseback riding 
exercises at Rock Creek and Manassas 
Battlefield Parks. These are two of the 
locations where Vice President, Mrs. 
Quayle and their children often horse
back ride. The training * * * included 
horsemanship and practical riding 
problems with an emphasis on emer
gency medical care and evacuation. In 
order to make these exercises as realis
tic as possible, the fire and rescue units 
from Washington, DC, and Prince Wil
liam County and a Vice Presidential 
helicopter from the U.S. Marine Corps 
were utilized." 

The letter goes on to talk about the 
coordination involved, about the three 
long, hot physically demanding days, 
all the patience and professionalism 
needed, and all the "complex, practical 
exercises" involved. It stated they pro
vided a "valuable and very necessary 
horsemanship training for our agents." 

Then, the letter states: 
"This training has also demonstrated the 

continuing necessity for additional horse 
stalls and work space at the Manassas Bat
tlefield Park. In order to conduct this train
ing in the future, the addition to the existing 
structure is essential. We appreciate your 
support in approving the construction of this 
facility which is to begin on October 1, 1990." 

I ask unanimous consent to make 
this document part of the RECORD. 

Obviously, the $42,000 to build the 
stalls is just a drop in the bucket. Is it 
that important to go horseback riding? 
Most Americans do quite well without 
it. 

Even the $42,000 is a lot; $42,000 may 
not sound like a lot of money in terms 
of this bill, but most Americans would 
love to earn $42,000 per year. In terms 
of Federal expenditures, we should look 
at what $42,000 would provide: 17 col
lege student Pell grants; 24,034 school 
lunches; 1 month of nursing home stay 
for 16 elderly people. In my home dis
trict of Omaha, $42,000 would educate 
11 elementary students in 1 year and 
pay for 2,333 polio shots. 

I have basically two objections to 
this proposed construction. The first 
relates to the National Park Service's 
many needs and limited funds. As a 
member of the Subcommittee on Na
tional Parks, I have participated in 
budget hearings on the National Park 
Service's backlog of millions of dollars 
in restoration and maintenance of visi
tors' centers and trails. Because of 
budget constraints throughout the sys
tem, visitor center hours have been re
duced and seasonal positions have been 
scaled back and in some areas entirely 
eliminated. Management plans-in
cluding the one for Manassas-are de
layed. There are many needs that more 
directly serve the public. The adminis
tration requested zero funds for urban 
parks and zero funds for the rivers and 
trails conservation program. It just 
does not seem right to find extra 
money for the horse riding activities 
by high governmental ofCicials when 
the administration tells us they cannot 

fund the pressing needs of the public's 
parks. 

My second concern is for the integ
rity of the Manassas National Battle
field Park. The construction of horse 
stables is inconsistent with the inher
ent purpose of the park-to preserve 
history-and with NPS's plans to re
store the park to the way it was during 
the Civil War. In fact, former National 
Park Service Director William Penn 
Mott rejected a 13-stall, $500,000 eques
trian center in 1987 because it would 
violate the historic character of the 
Manassas National Battlefield Park. 
New horse stables are not a fitting part 
of a Civil War battlefield. 

Mr. Speaker, our national parks 
should be national parks enjoyed by all 
people on an equal basis. They should 
not serve the private needs of top ad
ministration officials at extra expense 
to the public. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment in the interest of the wise 
expenditure of limited taxpayer dol
lars. 

Mr. Chairman, I am including for the 
RECORD the letter from special agent in 
charge Joseph T. Petro, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
U.S. SECRET SERVICE, 

June 8, 1990. 
Mr. JAMES M. RIDENOUR, 
Director, National Park Service, Department of 

the Interior, Washington, DC. 
DEAR DIRECTOR RIDENOUR: On June 4, 5, 

and 6, 1990, the Vice Presidential Protective 
Division participated in extensive horseback 
riding exercises at Rock Creek and Manassas 
Battlefield Parks. These are two of the loca
tions where Vice President, Mrs. Quayle and 
their children often horseback ride. The 
training, which involved more than 40 peo
ple, included horsemanship and practical 
riding problems with an emphasis on emer
gency medical care and evacuation. In order 
to make these exercises as realistic as pos
sible, the Fire and Rescue units from Wash
ington, D.C. and Prince William County and 
a Vice Presidential helicopter from the U.S. 
Marine Corps were utilized. 

Whenever a training exercise involves so 
many people and separate organizations, co
ordination becomes essential. In this regard, 
I would like to commend to you the out
standing work performed by the U.S. Park 
Police Horse Mounted Training Unit and the 
National Park Service Rangers at Manassas. 
Both units endured three long, hot and phys
ically demanding days to make these exer
cises meaningful for us. The success of this 
training was the result of the competence, 
professionalism and patience of Sergeant 
Alex Wynnyk and his staff along with Rang
ers Carl Hanson, Denis Ayers and Barbara 
Mauller. They not only coordinated the com
plex practical exercises, but also provided 
valuable and very necessary horsemanship 
training for our agents. We are grateful to 
them for their contributions. 

This training has also demonstrated the 
continuing necessity for additional horse 
stalls and work space at the Manassas Bat
tlefield Park. In order to conduct this train
ing in the future, the addition to the existing 
structure is essential. We appreciate your 
support in approving the construction of this 
facility which is to begin on October 1, 1990. 

Again, please express our gratitude to all 
the National Park Service and U.S. Park Po-

- , ••• " J - ~ - .. • ... 
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lice personnel who were involved in this 
training. It was most beneficial in helping us 
to maintain a safe environment for the Vice 
President and his family when they partici
pate in horseback riding activities. We look 
forward to working with the outstanding in
dividuals of both organizations in the future. 

Sincerely, 
JOSEPH T. PETRO, 

Special Agent in Charge. 
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I think we need to get 

the facts out on this. 
Manassas is a large battlefield na

tional park. There are many miles of 
horse and walking trails. Because of 
the nature of the trails they are not 
subject to being policed by motor vehi
cle. 

They are used by thousands of people 
in the Virginia-Washington area who 
like to ride and hike. The Park Serv
ice, to ensure the safety of all who use 
these trails, does maintain at the 
present time three horses at Manassas. 
It is the objective of the barns and the 
horses housed therein to provide for 
the safety of all park visitors. The 
trails are used by some Members of 
Congress. They are used by the public. 
They are used by foreign dignitaries. 
They are occasionally used by the chil
dren of the Vice President. Each of 
these uses is a very proper function. 
The security of all children is ex
tremely important. The Vice Presi
dent's children are as much entitled to 
live a normal life as other children. 

I think this is reasonable, but we are 
willing to accept the amendment, be
cause there has been no request from 
the Vice President's office, there has 
been no request to have this expendi
ture, and our side is perfectly willing 
to take this amendment and maintain 
the present numbers of the stables 
there. 

However, it is a security problem for 
the public that uses the trails at Ma
nassas, and I think it is important that 
everyone understand that. 

I think that what we have here is an 
effort perhaps to take a crack at some
thing that is totally unfair. Let us 
keep in mind that these facilities are 
for the benefit of everyone, and that it 
is absolutely essential that there be 
some horses at Manassas if the trails 
are to be policed in this very large 
park. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGULA. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from illinois. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I think .the 
distinguished gentleman from Ne
braska has brought up an interesting 
point. I think that perhaps the gen
tleman from illinois [Mr. YATES] would 
consider having his committee study 
the use of Secret Service to protect the 
children of the Vice President. That 
may be an extravagance that we can no 
longer afford. 

The question of the children of the 
Vice President having recreation seems 

to me to be an extravagance, and so I 
think we ought to look into all of that, 
and while we are doing it, let us look 
into the use of limousines and chauf
feurs around this body, and I am de
lighted that in looking into Mr. 
Sununu's travel, the travel of this body 
is being subjected to minute scrutiny. 

I think we are doing a marvelous job 
of explaining just how cheap a shot can 
get. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGULA. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the gentleman from illinois has made a 
good suggestion, and we will be glad to 
look into it in our next year's hearings. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. HOAGLAND] and I are on 
the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs together, and, of 
course, we are in the midst of a mark
up to bail out the FDIC which may cost 
the taxpayers only $100 billion or so. 
We are trying to reform the Deposit In
surance Program in the United States, 
which may mean that we reduce cov
erage to certain people on their depos
its in banks. 

But when I heard that the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. HOAGLAND] was 
going to be offering this amendment, it 
struck me that it was so important 
that we both had to leave the commit
tee and rush over to the floor. 

I have given this matter a great deal 
of thought over the weekend. I know 
that we are only talking about $42,000 
but I asked myself, what happens if the 
Vice President has to ride with the 
Queen and he cannot properly sit a 
horse? Certainly the people's republic, 
a democratic republic like ours, would 
be terribly embarrassed. It could cause 
the United States embarrassment 
throughout the Free World. 

D 1350 
There are a couple of ways to a void 

this embarrassment. If we could get 
the Vice President to discontinue two 
rounds of golf on two Saturdays in Au
gusta at $27,000 a round, that would be 
$54,000, and that would leave $12,000 for 
the horseback lessons. Maybe we 
should do that. 

To be safe, however, I decided to poll 
my district, where the average Social 
Security recipient makes an amazing 
$416 a month. That is what they get to 
keep and eat on, pay their rent with, 
and keep the lights on. So I sent a 
mass mailing letter that cost Congress 
$16,000. Amazingly enough, 42,000 of 
these people said they would contrib
ute a dollar to the horses. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I have great respect for my col
league. We have worked together on a 
number of projects. 

However, I want to ask him one ques
tion. Has the gentleman ever taken 
any trips at taxpayers' expense or gone 
anyplace on an Air Force jet? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I think in the 
course of my 7 years in the Congress, I 
plead guilty to one trip to Eastern Eu
rope for 7 days. Although it is off the 
subject at hand, I am glad that my col
league has brought this matter to the 
attention of the House. I happen to be 
the Member of Congress who has intro
duced the only junket bill. 

If some of my responsible colleagues, 
whether they be on the Republican side 
or the Democratic side, really looked 
at the problem this bill addresses, in 
addition to the $400 billion in deficits 
this year, the fact that we are worrying 
about the horses for the Vice Presi
dent's children indicates that there is 
something wrong with America. 

People do not send Members to this 
Congress to support this type of ridicu
lous expenditure. I compliment my 
friend from Nebraska that he picked it 
up, and I compliment also my friends 
on the Republican side that are willing 
to strike this ridiculous expenditure. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If the gen
tleman will continue to yield, how did 
the gentleman vote on the last amend
ment that would have stricken $2 mil
lion in pork from this appropriation 
bill, since the gentleman is attacking 
the pork barrel? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Reclaiming my 
time, I voted for a library, and I will 
vote for a library any day of the week. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. It was not 
authorized. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Certainly I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, let 
Members keep in mind that the issue 
here is the security of the people that 
use Manassas Park. It is the public. It 
is some of the Members of this body. It 
is foreign dignitaries that visit this 
country. But mostly, the public. There 
are miles and miles of horse trails at 
Manassas Park. They must be policed. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Reclaiming my 
time, if we start and continue making 
expenditures like this we will all need 
Secret Service coverage because our 
constituents will start shooting. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. HOAGLAND]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. I am amazed we 
took almost as much time on the last 
discussion as we took on the entire de
fense bill of this Government. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to take this 
time to speak to one section of this bill 
that I am particularly proud of. That is 
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the section that gives major financial 
relief to families in hard-pressed tim
ber communi ties in the Pacific North
west who are innocent victims of the 
spotted owl crisis, the spotted owl dis
pute, and the shutdown that that dis
pute has caused to the forests of the 
Pacific Northwest. 

This section of the bill that I referred 
to says that in the next year timber 
counties in the Northwest shall get 90 
percent of the timber receipts they re
ceived on average since 1986. Let me 
tell Members why this is so important. 
Court actions virtually stopping tim
ber harvests have led to mill closures 
and have put even more mills at risk. 
Economic activity in many of these 
communi ties has taken a nosedive. 
Few banks are making loans to fami
lies or businesses in these areas. Prop
erty values are beginning to plunge be
cause no one can tell what the future is 
or will be until the spotted owl crisis is 
solved. 

The last thing we need now in my re
gion is for schools and roads and mu
nicipal services to be choked off, and 
that would happen were it not for this 
amendment which preserves receipts to 
those communities, that they depend 
upon for those schools, roads, and serv
ices. 

It seems to me that denial of that 
would be the cruelest twist of all for 
honest hard-working families in these 
timber communities who are being put 
through enough fear and enough agony 
already because of this crisis that I 
have referred to. 

This section of the bill is one of the 
first solid things that the Federal Gov
ernment has done to show sympathy 
for the human beings who are caught 
now in this controversy over the for
ests of the Pacific Northwest. It is the 
least we can do. It was the Federal 
Government's executive department 
agencies who, in refusing to comply 
with the law, got this whole question 
thrown in the court in the first place. 
Then there was the Federal courts who 
issued the injunctions that have proved 
so staggering economically. 

It seems simple justice would dictate 
in this one place in Federal Govern
ment, in this Congress, in this people's 
house, we would recognize, respond, 
and come to the rescue of people who 
do need this help. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AuCOIN. I am delighted to yield 
to the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. DICKS] who worked this language 
out with me. 

(On request of Mr. DICKS, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. AuCoiN was al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. AuCOIN. I am happy to yield to 
my friend, the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. DICKS]. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
compliment my friend from Oregon 

[Mr. AuCoiN] for his steadfast leader
ship and his sensitivity, not only to the 
old growth issue and spotted owls, but 
most importantly, to people of the Pa
cific Northwest who will be hurt by the 
series of administration mistakes and 
court decisions that have tied the area 
in an economic knot in the Pacific 
Northwest over important environ
mental issue. 

I am pleased that we have been able 
to craft this amendment. I want to 
work with the gentleman because I 
know of his concern for those counties, 
those communities who are going to 
pay the price, the brunt of this eco
nomic downturn. 

It is going to be something of great 
pain and anguish in those rural com
muni ties in northern California and 
southern Oregon, through Oregon, and 
in Washington State as well. I think 
this amendment is a life line to those 
local communi ties trying to hang in 
there, as they cope with the human 
problems associated with this situa
tion. 

We are going to need these edu
cational services. We will need the road 
money. However, we will also need a 
humane social policy to help these peo
ple who are a victim of decisions which 
they have had no part in causing. 

Again, I want to compliment my 
friend. We worked together on this 
committee for many years. I also want 
to thank the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES], the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. McDADE], the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], and the com
mittee members for going along with 
this and for helping Members in get
ting this amendment again in this bill. 

We will continue to fight this fight. 
We hope our colleagues in the other 
body will again agree with this side of 
this effort. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
say to the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. DICKS] that his help and leader
ship in this has been absolutely indis
pensable for this provision. 

With regard to the overall problem, 
passing legislation in the absence of a 
lot of help from other branches of the 
Government, passing regulation here 
within the Congress to provide to real 
people solutions to the crisis I referred 
to, his leadership there is also indis
pensable. I look forward to continuing 
to work with the gentleman on that 
problem, and embodied in what we do 
here should be some of this in that. 

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, I will make one final 
point. We have also put resources in 
this bill that in timber stand improve
ment, trail construction, park work, 
things that will create alternative jobs 
out there, in the forests, because we 
know that our people want to work. 
They are not interested in sitting on 
the sidelines. They want to be an ac
tive part of the community. This bill 
will also help in that respect. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. AUCOIN 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

0 1400 
Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I appre

ciate the gentleman's last statement. I 
absolutely agree with that. The people 
of the Pacific Northwest are not look
ing for a welfare program. They are 
looking for ways to work. They want to 
work. They are very distressed. The 
gentleman well knows about their in
ability under these injunctions. 

One of the other things I think we 
should mention, since the gentleman 
has mentioned some additional provi
sions of this bill, which will help them 
obtain work is the initiative that the 
subcommittee has accepted and has 
folded into its bill which gives encour
agement and initiative to some value 
added initiatives to create more use 
out of underutilized species in the Pa
cific Northwest, to add value added to 
wood products that are going virtually 
underutilized today; so that, too, is 
folded into this bill and that will mean 
jobs. That is not the whole answer. 
None of these things is the whole an
swer, but we are working on it. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield further, again work
ing together we want to get these sales 
prepared. We want to have a pipeline 
full of sales so that once we fight our 
way through this legal morass and 
Congress gets itself in a position to 
pass a law to deal with this crisis in 
the Northwest, we will be in a position 
to have those mills operating. 

Frankly, every Member of this House 
has a stake in this, because without an 
answer to this problem we are going to 
see a tremendous escalation in the 
price of lumber that goes into housing 
all over this country. You cannot have 
this kind of a devastating economic 
impact in the Northwest and not have 
this entire Congress and this entire Na
tion face these problems, because we 
will face them. That is why I think the 
work of the subcommittee this year 
has been crucial in trying to get a han
dle on these overall problems. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oregon has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. AUCOIN 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
direct an inquiry to the manager of the 
bill, the distinguished gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. YATES]. 

Under soil, water and air manage
ment, within the national programs of 
the Forest Service, in fiscal year 1991, 
some $500,000 was included to continue 
water quality monitoring in the Bull 
Run watershed on the Mount Hood Na
tional Forest, to be undertaken coop
eratively with the city of Portland. 

Is it the intention of the committee 
that this vital activity continue at the 
current level, which adds no new 
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money to the budget but merely con
tinues an ongoing function between the 
Forest Service, on the one hand, and 
the city of Portland on the other? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, the gentleman's 
statement is correct. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURTON OF 
INDIANA 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BURTON of Indi

ana: Page 18, line 24, strike "$237,506,000" and 
insert "$233,856,000". 

Page 19, line 20, strike the following: ": 
Provided further, That of the funds provided 
under this heading, $3,650,000 shall be avail
able for construction of a Gateway Park as
sociated with the lllinois and Michigan 
Canal National Heritage Corridor". 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, yesterday I objected to the rule 
in that it waived points of order. What 
that meant simply, I am sure my col
leagues all know this, is that there are 
several areas of this bill where they are 
legislating on an appropriations bill in 
violation of the rules of the House, but 
those points of order where waived, so 
the only way we could try to strike 
this pork is by amendment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, does the 
gentleman contend that this appropria
tion is subject to a point of order? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. No, I am 
saying this is not subject to a point of 
order. 

Mr. YATES. That is right. The cor
ridor has been authorized. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Not by an 
authorizing committee, it has not. 

Mr. YATES. Yes, it has. 
I would point out to the gentleman 

that Public Law 98-398, dated August 
24, 1984, is an act that establishes the 
Illinois and Michigan Canal National 
Heritage Corridor in the State of Illi
nois. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. And it was 
requested by the administration, cor
rect? 

Mr. YATES. In 1984. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Was this re

quested by the administration? 
Mr. YATES. The administration 

signed the act into law; did not veto it. 
They signed this act into law. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Has the ad
ministration asked for this appropria
tion? 

Mr. YATES. No. I thought the gen
tleman was maintaining that this ap
propriation is subject to a point of 
order. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. No. I said it 
is not subject to a point of order be
cause of the rule yesterday which 
waived points of order. 

Mr. YATES. But I mean, the gen
tleman was complaining about the 
rule. The point I am making is that 

even if the rule had not waived points 
of order, you still could not have cited 
a point of order to this appropriation. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Is the Gate
way Park authorized? I could not find 
any authorization for it. 

Mr. YATES. Gateway Park is a part 
of the national heritage corridor. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. This is spe
cifically for construction of Gateway 
Park. 

Mr. YATES. Apparently the gentle
man's advisor is telling him that this 
is not a park, but the fact is that ac
cording to the definition contained in 
the park corridor--

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, if I 
may reclaim my time, Mr. Chairman, 
the fact of the matter is this was not 
requested by the administration, and I 
do not believe it was authorized this 
year by the authorizing committee, 
this $3.65 million, and the gentleman 
can correct me if he would like. It was 
not authorized this year. It is $3.65 mil
lion for construction of the Gateway 
Park associated with the Illinois and 
Michigan Canal National Heritage Cor
ridor. 

We have a $350 billion to $400 billion 
deficit staring us in the face this year. 
This was not requested by the adminis
tration. It was not asked for by the au
thorizing committee this year, and yet 
here is $3.65 million. It is an earmark 
that was not requested. 

This is another pork barrel project, 
very clear and simple. We have a lot of 
very important historical landmarks 
around the country that are going 
wanting this year, while at the same 
time we are coming up with a new 
project that is going to cost $3 .. 65 mil
lion. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, I am 
happy to yield to my colleague, the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman mentioned that it was not 
requested by the administration. I have 
to tell the gentleman that there are a 
lot of things in this bill that were not 
requested by the administration, and 
there are a lot of things that are not in 
the bill that were requested by the ad
ministration. However, I do think in 
fairness that it is the responsibility of 
this body of 435 Members representing 
all the people, establish priorities as to 
the things that are important to them. 
I think we bring to the responsibility, 
and I am talking about the entire 
House of Representatives, a better 
judgment on priorities than a handful 
of people in the administration. 

I am not discussing the merits of 
this, just the policy question. The ad
ministration asked for $90 million for 
America the Beautiful, and this is a 
part of making America beautiful, just 
as their programs are. We reduced it to 
$35 million, because speaking on behalf 
of the 370 Members who requested 

projects that were not in the adminis
tration's package, we had a different 
set of priorities; so I think that is an 
important point to clarify. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for his 
comments. That makes my point. 

My point is, we have more and more 
projects that seem to be worthwhile, 
but when you add them up collectively, 
they add a huge amount of liability 
that is being saddled on the backs of 
the American taxpayers. 

The national debt is $3.3 trillion, and 
going up rapidly. This year we are 
going to have a $350 billion to $400 bil
lion deficit, the largest in U.S. history. 
Every man, woman, and child has 
$12,000 in debt saddled on their backs 
because of this national debt, and we 
are not doing anything about it. We 
keep coming up with these laudable 
projects that sound very laudable that 
are being saddled on the backs of the 
American people, and they are not 
called pork. But what are they? 

I will tell you, the American people 
think they are pork. 

This is a copy of Regardie's maga
zine. They have a great big hog eating 
the U.S. Capitol. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the perception 
of this body and the other body to the 
American people, because we are not 
controlling our appetite for spending. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, a few weeks ago we had a dire 
emergency supplemental. I have a lot 
of good friends from Pennsylvania, but 
in that bill you will recall the Navy 
asked for $500 million for an overhaul 
of the U.S.S. Kennedy. Because they 
want to preserve the Naval Shipyard 
facility at Philadelphia, they added an
other $700 million that was not re
quested by the Defense Department or 
the Navy Department, but they got it 
through, $700 million. 

That was important to Philadelphia, 
and it probably was, because it created 
more jobs and was going to try to pre
serve that facility from being cut and 
done away with, but the fact of the 
matter is it was almost a billion dol
lars in pure pork. So where do we draw 
the line? 

The American people want to know 
when we are going to come to grips 
with spending. The deficit this year is 
going to be $350 to $400 billion. 

This was not requested by the admin
istration. It was not authorized by the 
authorizing committee, and it is $3.65 
million in my opinion in pure pork, and 
I think the American people would 
agree to that. 

I believe we have got to come to grips 
with it. I understand my colleagues on 
the Appropriations Committee, what 
you are going through. I know what 
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you have to deal with, but we are going 
to have to be a little harder nosed 
about this if we are going to control 
this huge deficit that is completely out 
of control. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Let me say to the gentleman that I 
am certainly not interested in pork, 
but I am interested in worthy projects. 

0 1410 
This is a worthy project. The na

tional heritage corridor has been au
thorized. I read to the gentleman the 
authorization statute. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, did the authorizing 
committee this year ask for $3.65 mil
lion? Was it in the authorization re
quest this year? 

Mr. YATES. I do not know whether it 
did. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, it was 
not. 

Mr. YATES. Very well. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Did the ad

ministration ask for it? 
Mr. YATES. I would accept the gen

tleman's word that the authorizing 
committee did not ask for it and the 
administration did not ask for it. 
There are many projects in our bill the 
administration did not request. I 
thought the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
REGULA] made a very perceptive state
ment that we are not bound to accept 
only the projects that are rec
ommended by the administration. The 
administration is not the end-all and 
be-all of what is correct and proper 
here. Congress has a voice in this as 
well. That is why we are debating this 
bill today. The fact that the adminis
tration recommends it or does not rec
ommend it is not the ultimate test of 
the worthiness of a project. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I think the 
point has to be made that when I hear 
Congress talking about they are not re
sponsible for the deficit and I hear a lot 
of my colleagues blaming the adminis
tration for it, I think this is a perfect 
example of where the administration 
wants to reduce spending and control it 
and they do not want money author
ized or spent for this project, and Con
gress says, "We are not bound by the 
administration. We have to deal with 
the people across the country and Con
gressmen who represent special dis
tricts." 

So we have to weigh everything. As a 
result, we do not accept responsibility 
for it. Yet we are the problem. We have 
a problem with the spending in this 
country, not the administration. 

We have the power of the purse. 

Mr. YATES. I will tell the gentleman 
exactly what the gentleman from Ohio 
told him: The administration, for ex
ample, requested an America the Beau
tiful project for $95 million. It did not 
define what would beautify America. 
This project qualifies for beautifying 
America. 

It is a park in the heart of the city of 
Chicago. I am interested in such 
projects. And when the administration 
does request us to support projects that 
do beautify America, we have got to 
find the money with which to carry out 
that purpose. This is such a project. 
This is a park that would be estab
lished at the entrance to the national 
heritage corridor. It is a part of a total 
construction project that the State of 
Illinois has already appropriated $150 
million for, at the other side of this 
park. 

I think it is a very worthy project, 
and I ask the House to support our ap
propriation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 92, noes 323, 
not voting 17, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bilirakis 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Clinger 
Coble 
Combest 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Fa well 
Fields 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gingrich 
Gradison 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Barnard 
Bateman 

[Roll No. 191] 

AYES-92 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (TX) 
Johnston 
Kasich 
Klug 
Leach 
Lewis (FL) 
Luken 
Marlenee 
McCollum 
McEwen 
McMillen (MD) 
Meyers 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Moorhead 
Morella. 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 

NOES-323 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
BUley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 

Pease 
Penny 
Petri 
Pursell 
Ramstad 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rohra.bacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Santo rum 
Saxton 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Shuster 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Swett 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor(NC) 
Upton 
Walker 
Weber 
Weldon 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Callahan 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clement 

Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningba.m 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLa.uro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta. 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grandy 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hammerschmidt 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Henry 
Herger 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
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Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Ka.njorski 
Ka.ptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman(CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Ma.chtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Ma.vroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Min eta. 
Mink 
Moa.kley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Na.tcher 
Nea.l(MA) 
Nea.l(NC) 
Nowak 
Oa.kar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Owens (NY) 
Pallone 
Panetta. 
Parker 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Poshard 
Price 
Quillen 

Ra.hall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Ricba.rdson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema. 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sa.bo 
Sanders 
Sa.ngmeister 
Sarpa.lius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith (!A) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tra.ficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vander Ja.gt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young(AK) 
Young(FL) 
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NOT VOTING-17 

Alexander Hatcher Ortiz 
Bacchus Hayes (LA) Orton 
Byron Kleczka Owens (UT) 
Chapman Lancaster Rhodes 
Cooper Levine (CA) Tauzin 
Geren Lloyd 

0 1443 
Messrs. ESPY, HERGER, HEFLEY, 

HUTTO, and CUNNINGHAM changed 
their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. McMil.JLEN of Maryland changed 
his vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to title I? 
Mr. McMILLAN of North Carolina. 

Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill has $213 mil
lion in it designated as emergency 
funds for firefighting purposes in clear 
violation of the budget agreement. 

It is important to make certain that 
this bill adheres to the spending caps 
established in the Budget Enforcement 
Act of 1990. That is a crucial issue. 

I would prefer to have offered an 
amendment with reductions in other 
discretionary accounts to fund the $213 
million under the caps, but House rules 
prohibit offering such increases. The 
Penny-Upton amendment for a 1.7-per
cent across-the-board cut could be used 
to fund firefighting and still remain 
under the overall discretionary caps. 

That, in my judgment, is what the 
Appropriations Committee should have 
done. Instead, they created what is, in 
effect, an anticipatory emergency sup
plemental so that the $213 million 
would have to be designated as an 
emergency by the President, and there
fore not subject to the caps we passed 
last fall. That way, they could, and did, 
appropriate the money elsewhere to 
make everyone relatively more happy 
up to the maximum cap for interior 
function. This creates a sure-fire viola
tion of the caps by calling what we 
know to be a certain outlay for fire
fighting an emergency before it even 
happens. 

The chairman of the subcommittee 
has argued that firefighting should be 
mandatory. The Budget Enforcement 
Act does not say that. The budget 
agreement clearly and explicitly des
ignates firefighting accounts in the De
partment of the Interior as domestic 
discretionary accounts. That is now 
the law, whether we like it or not. 

Section 250(c)(4)(A) of the Budget En
forcement Act specifically ·defined 
which accounts are included in domes
tic discretionary accounts subject to 
the caps and firefighting accounts are 
included. 

If there are those who want to make 
firefighting mandatory, then they 
should abide by the Budget Enforce
ment Act and introduce a bill to make 
firefighting a mandatory program and 

either offer a $213 million tax increase 
that will pay for the new entitlement, 
or cut another entitlement to conform 
to the paygo rules of the law. Is fire
fighting important enough to raise 
taxes for it? You bet it is. Is it impor
tant enough to reduce other entitle
ments by $213 million to pay for it? 
You bet it is. Those are tough choices 
to be made but they should be made 
here under this Capitol dome. 

The President requested $525 million 
for firefighting accounts, based on the 
past 10 years of experience. In 1990, we 
spent $1,055 million for firefighting. 
The committee has correctly appro
priated $311 million in firefighting 
spending but designated $213 million as 
emergency funds, which must be re
quested by the President before it can 
be used. If it is requested, then it would 
not count against the caps. But it 
would count against the taxpayers. 

This appropriations maneuver re
minds me of the old lonesome end trick 
play in football. You send a man as if 
he is going off the field so the defense 
will forget about him and leave him 
uncovered. This bill is trying to make 
the firefighting funds the lonesome end 
of fiscal responsibility, so that the bill 
can be loaded up with other spending. 

The basic problem is that it is an il
legal formation under the budget 
agreement law, which I hope will be 
corrected in conference. 

Mr. Chairman, the real issue is ad
hering to the spirit and the letter of 
the Budget Enforcement Act. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, over the last few min
utes we have had a rather instructive 
exercise on the whole issue of pork bar
rel, and I think a couple of things that 
I have learned might be useful to get 
into the RECORD. 

I learned in the course of the debate, 
for example, that 370 Members of the 
House had requested projects from this 
subcommittee to be put into the bill. 
That is a fairly phenomenal number. 
That is three-quarters of the House of 
Representatives that evidently has 
asked at some point for projects to be 
included in the bill. I do not know, I 
may even be among them, with that 
kind of number. But it is a fairly big 
number. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I think 
that figure reflects the fact that we are 
designated as "Representatives." We 
represent some 550,000 people, more or 
less, and it is understood that a Mem
ber of the House would be more sen
sitive to what is an important project 
in his or her district, and how it serves 
the national interests. 

For the Yosemites and the Yellow
stones and all of the national parks, 
the Member from that district would 

carry the message of the needs of that 
particular facility. But it does have a 
national significance in many in
stances. 

0 1450 
Mr. WALKER. Let me just make cer

tain though that I understand. I just 
want to clarify one other figure. Is it 
also true that those 370 Members re
quested of your subcommittee 3,000 
projects? 

Mr. REGULA. Approximately. There 
are duplications in that process, but it 
illustrates that this is a big country. 
Obviously there are many worthwhile 
projects. 

Mr. WALKER. That really does give 
members of the subcommittee a very, 
very difficult situation to deal with, if 
there are three-quarters of the House 
of Representatives coming to them 
suggesting that there are projects they 
want, and they are suggesting over 
3,000 projects at a time that there is 
very little money. As the gentleman 
from North Carolina has just pointed 
out, we even have to use smoke and 
mirrors to accomplish what we do in 
the bill now. 

Mr. REGULA. There are tough prior
ity choices. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. It should be pointed out 
as well that with respect to a number 
of programs and projects that are in 
this bill, there were as many as 50 to 
100 Members speaking for the same pro
gram or the same project. 

For example, we had as many as 50 
Members speaking in favor of a certain 
appropriation for the National Endow
ment for the Humanities. For the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts, we had 
100 Members asking the committee to 
support that appropriation. 

So while we had the 370 that did 
come and ask for our consideration, 
some of those, as the gentleman from 
Ohio points out, were duplicative to a 
very great extent. 

Mr. WALKER. I understand, but nev
ertheless the committee was presented 
with the situation where 370 Members 
of Congress asked the committee to 
find some project or another and the 
total number of projects that they evi
dently asked the committee to spend 
money on was 3,000 or so. Are those 
correct figures? 

Mr. YATES. Yes, I would say so. 
That is why I thought this committee, 
this subcommittee did a very good job 
in culling out the ones we thought that 
needed the particular appropriation. 

Mr. WALKER. I think that it tells a 
lot of Members, myself included, how 
difficult the process is. I am wondering 
if we might be able to get the commit
tee, since this information is obviously 
available, to get the committee to pub
lish, as a part of the proceedings of the 
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House today in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, that list of 370 Members as 
well as the 3,000 projects that they 
wanted the money spent on. There 
should be no problem with the Mem
bers on this. I know of no Member, as 
I say myself included, if I was part of 
that list, who should be embarrassed 
about the fact that they asked for a 
project. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, here is 
volume 12 of our hearings which is tes
timony of Members of Congress. It con
tains all of the requests about which 
the gentleman and I are speaking. It is 
in this volume. 

Mr. WALKER. All 370 Members are in 
the volume and the 3,000 projects that 
they requested are in the volume? 

Mr. YATES. Are in this volume. 
Let me point out also that 370 Mem

bers did not appear in person. About 97 
Members appeared in person and the 
remainder of the requests were either 
in statements that were filed with us 
or in letters that were written. 

Mr. WALKER. Again, I thank the 
gentleman. 

Is a copy of the hearings available 
through the document room? 

Mr. YATES. It is indeed. It is avail
able right now. 

Mr. WALKER. So I could request a 
copy of that yet today and get that 
from the document room? 

Mr. YATES. The gentleman may 
have this copy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has expired. 

(On request of Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 
and by unanimous consent, Mr. WALK
ER was allowed to proceed for 2 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. I do not know if the 
gentleman was here on general debate, 
but when one takes the BLM, the For
est Service and the parks, we have in 
excess of a billion visitor days in these 
facilities. That encompasses a vast ma
jority of the American people and to 
meet their needs in terms of safety and 
in terms of their experience in the pub
lic facilities is very difficult. It is quite 
a challenge for the committee to sort 
out the priorities also we put in over $1 
billion just to meet ·the needs of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

Mr. WALKER. I do understand that 
the gentleman faces a real challenge on 
this. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I would like 
to make one brief comment. I think 
that the Appropriations Committee 
does their very best and by and large 
does a pretty good job. The problem is 
we have 3,000 requests for various 

projects around the country. Over 300 
Members have requested projects from 
various parts of the country. There is, 
whether we like it or not, an intimida
tion factor. If a Member votes against 
some project, it might hurt them later 
on when their project comes up for a 
vote. So we see a lot of Members voting 
for projects they might not otherwise 
support. That makes the case for some
thing we have not even talked about 
today that I would just like to mention 
briefly. 

That is, somebody has to be the final 
decider or arbiter of what should be or 
should not be spent. And for that rea
son, we ought to give the President of 
the United States what 430 other gov
ernors have, and that is a line item 
veto so we can cut through this and cut 
a lot of pork out of the process. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. WALKER. I thank the gen

tleman. I would simply like to make 
the point that the gentleman from In
diana, I think, did the House a service 
by offering his amendment and allow
ing Members to focus on some of these 
issues. I support him. I was dis
appointed others did not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. WALKER. We had quite a discus
sion out here over an amendment that 
saved $42,000 by taking protection away 
from the Vice President's children. But 
when it came to voting on $5.6 million, 
then some of the Members who spoke 
so movingly about $42,000 found it im
possible to vote to save $5.6 million. 

Those are some of the things that I 
think the American people need to 
look at, but I do not think as Members 
of the House and particularly Members 
who are attempting to save money, as 
the gentleman from the Indiana did 
earlier, we ought to ignore the fact 
that the committee is under a very, 
very difficult situation when they are 
getting 3,000 requests for projects by 
over three-quarters of the Members of 
the House. That presents them with a 
very difficult task. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. For the record, on the 
$42,000, that was for the protection of 
thousands, tens of thousands of people 
that use Manassas horse and hiking 
trails. 

Mr. WALKER. The reason I made 
that reference is because I think the 
gentleman has made it very clear that 
they were targeting the Vice Presi
dent's family. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has again expired. 

(On request of Mr. DORGAN of North 
Dakota, and by unanimous consent, 

Mr. WALKER was allowed to proceed for 
1 additional minute.) 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I 
have listened with interest to the dis
cussions, and listened to some of the 
discussion of the gentleman from Indi
ana earlier. Frankly, I share his con
cern. 

The budget deficit is not $280 billion 
and getting better. The real budget def
icit is around $350 to $360 billion, and 
we have a very serious problem. I do 
not dispute that. 

I think that the points that are made 
are useful. But I do think that to sug
gest somehow the litmus test is, was 
this in the President's budget, it sug
gests there is not an alternative set of 
priorities that could or should be de
voted, as Mr. REGULA suggested, to the 
priorities that represent the priorities 
of the people who serve in this body as 
well. 

Mr. WALKER. If I may reclaim my 
time, I think just to point out to the 
gentleman, some of the Members here 
have decided that that is exactly what 
should be done, and we have attempted 
to put together a bill that would give 
Members a basis on which to make 
judgments about whether or not a 
project does have worth. And one of the 
criteria to that is, is the project au
thorized, rather than simply having 
these come to the floor. And so we are 
setting, trying to set a kind of criteria, 
I would hope the gentleman would have 
joined in that effort, because some cri
teria for determining which projects 
are the most worthwhile, it seems to 
me, is useful. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I would just say that we all 
have different priorities. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has again expired. 

(On request of Mr. DORGAN of North 
Dakota, and by unanimous consent, 
Mr. WALKER was allowed to proceed for 
30 additional seconds.) 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. If the 
gentleman would continue to yield, I 
would just say that we all have prior
ities. The gentleman from Pennsylva
nia feels very strongly about the space 
program. I respect that. That is a pri
ority of his. Some of my colleagues be
lieve that we feel more strongly about 
a library or an education program than 
we do a space program. That is a prior
ity of ours. So that difference of prior
ities blended together in the com
promise of the legislative process rep
resents what this Congress wants to do 
in the areas of public spending. 

Mr. WALKER. The way the rules of 
the House are structured, those prior
ity decisions are supposed to be made 
by authorizing committees, and the 
Appropriations Committee is supposed 



June 25, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 16137 
to function with the priorities that are 
given them by the authorizing commit
tees. 

That is one of the processes that we 
think should work a little better in the 
House of Representatives. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Committee will 
rise informally in order that the House 
may receive a message. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 

HOYER) assumed the chair. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair will receive a message. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. Kalbaugh, 
one of his secretaries. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Committee will resume its sitting. 

D 1500 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS ACT, 1992 
The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other 

amendments to title I? If not, the 
Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
TITLE IT-RELATED AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 

FOREST RESEARCH 

For necessary expenses of forest research 
as authorized by law, $183,572,000 to remain 
available until September 30, 1993. 

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY 

For necessary expenses of cooperating 
with, and providing technical and financial 
assistance to States, Territories, posses
sions, and others; and for forest pest man
agement activities, $205,041,000, to remain 
available until expended, as authorized by 
law. 

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM 

For necessary expenses of the Forest Serv
ice, not otherwise provided for, for manage
ment, protection, improvement, and utiliza
tion of the National Forest System, and for 
administrative expenses associated with the 
management of funds provided under the 
heads "Forest Research", "State and Private 
Forestry", "National Forest System", "Con
struction", "Forest Service Firefighting", 
and "Land Acquisition", $1,280,947,000 to re
main available for obligation until Septem
ber 30, 1993, including $30,968,000 for wilder
ness management, and including 65 per cen
tum of all monies received during the prior 
fiscal year as fees collected under the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, as 
amended, in accordance with section 4 of the 
Act (16 U.S.C. 4601-6&(1)). 

FOREST SERVICE FffiEFIGHTING 

For necessary expenses for firefighting on 
or adjacent to National Forest System lands 
or other lands under fire protection agree
ment, and for forest fire management and 
presuppression, and emergency operations 

on, and the emergency rehabilitation of, Na
tional Forest System lands, $189,803,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That such funds are also to be available for 
repayment of advances to other appropria
tion accounts from which funds were pre
viously transferred for such purposes. 

EMERGENCY FOREST SERVICE FffiEFIGHTING 
FUND 

For the purpose of establishing an "Emer
gency Forest Service Firefighting Fund" in 
the Treasury of the United States to be 
available only for emergency rehabilitation 
and wildfire suppression activities of the 
Forest Service, $112,000,000, to remain avail
able until expended: Provided, That all funds 
available under this head are hereby des
ignated by Congress to be "emergency re
quirements" pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi
cit Control Act of 1985: Provided further, That 
funds appropriated under this head shall be 
made available only after submission to Con
gress of a formal budget request by the 
President that includes a designation of the 
entire amount of the request as an "emer
gency requirements" for all purposes of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985: Provided further, That all 
funds included in any budget request made 
pursuant to this paragraph shall be made 
available one day after submission to Con
gress: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, enactment of this 
section shall not constitute a change in con
cept or definition under section 251(b)(1)(A) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi
cit Control Act of 1985 and shall not cause a 
negative budget authority or outlay adjust
ment to be made to any discretionary spend
ing limit for the domestic category estab
lished by Public Law 101-508. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For necessary expenses of the Forest Serv
ice, not otherwise provided for, for construc
tion, $350,420,000, to remain available until 
expended, of which $78,607,000 is for construc
tion and acquisition of buildings and other 
facilities; and $271,813,000 is for construction 
and repair of forest roads and trails by the 
Forest Service as authorized by 16 U.S.C. 
532-538 and 23 U.S.C. 101 and 205: Provided, 
That funds becoming available in fiscal year 
1992 under the Act of March 4, 1913 (16 U.S.C. 
501) shall be transferred to the General Fund 
of the Treasury of the United States: Pro
vided further, That not to exceed $113,000,000, 
to remain available until expended, may be 
obligated for the construction of forest roads 
by timber purchasers: Provided further, That 
$5,000,000 of the funds provided herein for 
road repairs shall be available for the 
planned obliteration of roads which are no 
longer needed. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Land and Water Conserva
tion Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
4601-4-11), including administrative expenses, 
and for acquisition of land or waters, or in
terest therein, in accordance with statutory 
authority applicable to the Forest Service, 
$90,735,000, to be derived from the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund, to remain avail
able until expended. 
ACQUISITION OF LANDS FOR NATIONAL FORESTS 

SPECIAL ACTS 

For acquisition of lands within the exte
rior boundaries of the Cache, Uinta, and 
Wasatch National Forests, Utah; the Toiyabe 
National Forest, Nevada; and the Angeles, 
San Bernardino, Sequoia, and Cleveland Na-

tional Forests, California, as authorized by 
law, $1,148,000, to be derived from forest re
ceipts. 

ACQUISITION OF LANDS TO COMPLETE LAND 
EXCHANGES 

For acquisition of lands, to be derived from 
funds deposited by State, county, or munici
pal governments, public school districts, or 
other public school authorities pursuant to 
the Act of December 4, 1967, as amended (16 
U.S.C. 484a), to remain available until ex
pended. 

RANGE BETTERMENT FUND 

For necessary expenses of range rehabilita
tion, protection, and improvement, 50 per 
centum of all moneys received during the 
prior fiscal year, as fees for grazing domestic 
livestock on lands in National Forests in the 
sixteen Western States, pursuant to section 
401(b)(1) of Public Law 94--579, as amended, to 
remain available until expended, of which 
not to exceed 6 per centum shall be available 
for administrative expenses associated with 
on-the-ground range rehabilitation, protec
tion, and improvements. 

GIFTS, DONATIONS AND BEQUESTS FOR FOREST 
AND RANGELAND RESEARCH 

For expenses authorized by 16 U.S.C. 
1643(b), $97,000 to remain available until ex
pended, to be derived from the fund estab
lished pursuant to the above Act. 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, FOREST SERVICE 

Appropriations to the Forest Service for 
the current fiscal year shall be available for: 
(a) purchase of not to exceed 207 passenger 
motor vehicles of which 17 will be used pri
marily for law enforcement purposes and of 
which 176 shall be for replacement only, of 
which acquisition of 137 passenger motor ve
hicles shall be from excess sources, and hire 
of such vehicles; operation and maintenance 
of aircraft, the purchase of not to exceed two 
for replacement only, and acquisition of 68 
aircraft from excess sources; notwithstand
ing other provisions of law, existing aircraft 
being replaced may be sold, with proceeds 
derived or trade-in value used to offset the 
purchase price for the replacement aircraft; 
(b) services pursuant to the second sentence 
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 
U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $100,000 for 
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109; (c) pur
chase, erection, and alteration of buildings 
and other public improvements (7 U.S.C. 
2250); (d) acquisition of land, waters, and in
terests therein, pursuant to the Act of Au
gust 3, 1956 (7 U.S.C. 428a); (e) for expenses 
pursuant to the Volunteers in the National 
Forest Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 558a, 558d, 558a 
note); and (f) for debt collection contracts in 
accordance with 31 U.S.C. 3718(c). 

None of the funds made available under 
this Act shall be obligated or expended to 
change the boundaries of any region, to abol
ish any region, to move or close any regional 
office for research, State and private for
estry, or National Forest System adminis
tration of the Forest Service, Department of 
Agriculture, without the consent of the 
House and Senate Committees on Appropria
tions and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu
trition, and Forestry in the United States 
Senate and the Committee on Agriculture in 
the United States House of Representatives. 

Any appropriations or funds available to 
the Forest Service may be advanced to the 
Forest Service Firefighting appropriation 
and may be used for forest firefighting and 
the emergency rehabilitation of burned-over 
lands under its jurisdiction: Provided, That 
no funds shall be made available under this 
authority until funds appropriated to the 
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"Emergency Forest Service Firefighting 
Fund" shall have been exhausted. 

The appropriation structure for the Forest 
Service may not be altered without advance 
approval of the House and Senate Commit
tees on Appropriations. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, any appropriations or funds available to 
the Forest Service may be used to reimburse 
employees for the cost of State licenses and 
certification fees pursuant to their Forest 
Service position and that are necessary to 
comply with State laws, regulations, andre
quirements. 

Funds appropriated to the Forest Service 
shall be available for assistance to or 
through the Agency for International Devel
opment and the Office of International Co
operation and Development in connection 
with forest and rangeland research, technical 
information, and assistance in foreign coun
tries, and shall be available to support for
estry and related natural resource activities 
outside the United States and its territories 
and possessions, including technical assist
ance, education and training, and coopera
tion with United States and international 
organiza tiona. 

All funds received for timber salvage sales 
may be credited to the Forest Service Per
manent Appropriations to be expended for 
timber salvage sales from any national for
est. 

None of the fUnds made available to the 
Forest Service under this Act shall be sub
ject to transfer under the provisions of sec
tion 702(b) of the Department of Agriculture 
Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2257) or 7 U.S.C. 
147b unless the proposed transfer is approved 
in advance by the House and Senate Commit
tees on Appropriations in compliance with 
the reprogramming procedures contained in 
House Report 99-714. 

No fUnds appropriated to the Forest Serv
ice shall be transferred to the Working Cap
ital Fund of the Department of Agriculture 
without the approval of the Chief of the For
est Service. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, any appropriations or fUnds available to 
the Forest Service may be used to dissemi
nate program information to private and 
public individuals and organizations through 
the use of nonmonetary items of nominal 
value and to provide nonmonetary awards of 
nominal value and to incur necessary ex
penses for the nonmonetary recognition of 
private individuals and organizations that 
make contributions to Forest Service pro
grams. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, money collected, in advance or other
wise, by the Forest Service under authority 
of section 101 of Public Law 93-153 (30 U.S.C. 
185(1)) as reimbursement of administrative 
and other costs incurred in processing pipe
line right-of-way or permit applications and 
for costs incurred in monitoring the con
struction, operation, maintenance, and ter
mination of any pipeline and related facili
ties, may be used to reimburse the applicable 
appropriation to which such costs were origi
nally charged. 

Funds available to the Forest Service shall 
be available to conduct a program of not less 
than $1,000,000 for high priority projects 
within the scope of the approved budget 
which shall be carried out by the Youth Con
servation Corps as if authorized by the Act 
of August 13, 1970, as amended by Public Law 
93-408. 

Notwithstanding the provisions of the Fed
eral Grant and Cooperative Agreements Act 
of 1977 (31 U.S.C. 6301-6308), the Forest Serv-

ice is authorized to negotiate and enter into 
cooperative arrangements with public and 
private agencies, organizations, institutions, 
and individuals to continue the Challenge 
Cost-Share Program. 

None of the funds available in this Act 
shall be used for timber sale preparation 
using clearcutting or other forms of even-age 
management in hardwood stands in the 
Shawnee National Forest, illinois: Provided, 
That none of the funds available in this Act 
shall be used to administer timber sales, in
cluding timber sales under contracts entered 
into prior to fiscal year 1992, which involve 
clear cutting or other forms of even-age 
management. 

None of the funds available in this Act 
shall be used for timber sale preparation 
using clearcutting in hardwood stands in ex
cess of 25 percent of the fiscal year 1989 har
vested volume in the Wayne National Forest, 
Ohio: Provided, That this limitation shall not 
apply to hardwood stands damaged by natu
ral disaster: Provided further, That landscape 
architects shall be used to maintain a vis
ually pleasing forest. 

None of the funds made available to the 
Forest Service in this Act shall be expended 
for the purpose of issuing a special use au
thorization permitting land use and occu
pancy and surface disturbing activities for 
any project to be constructed on Lewis Fork 
Creek in Madera County, California, at the 
site above, and adjacent to, Corlieu Falls 
bordering the Lewis Fork Creek National 
Recreation Trail until the studies required 
in Public Law 100-202 have been submitted to 
the Congress: Provided, That any special use 
authorization shall not be executed prior to 
the expiration of thirty calendar days (not 
including any day in which either House of 
Congress is not in session because of ad
journment of more than three calendar days 
to a day certain) from the receipt of the re
quired studies by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the President of the 
Senate. 

None of the funds made available to the 
Forest Service in this Act shall be expended 
for the purpose of issuing a special use au
thorization permitting land use and occu
pancy and surface disturbing activities for 
any project to be constructed on Rock Creek, 
Madera County, California. 

Any money collected from the States for 
fire suppression assistance rendered by the 
Forest Service on non-Federal lands not in 
the vicinity of National Forest System lands 
shall be used to reimburse the applicable ap
propriation and shall remain available until 
expended as the Secretary may direct in con
ducting activities authorized by 16 U.S.C. 
2101 (note), 2101-2110, 1606, and 2111. 

Of the funds available to the Forest Serv
ice, $1,500 is available to the Chief of the For
est Service for official reception and rep
resentation expenses. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Forest Service is authorized to em
ploy or otherwise contract with persons at 
regular rates of pay, as determined by the 
Service, to perform work occasioned by 
emergencies such as fires, storms, floods, 
earthquakes or any other unavoidable cause 
without regard to Sundays, Federal holidays, 
and the regular workweek. 

The Forest Service shall conduct a below 
cost timber sales test on the Shawnee Na
tional Forest in Dlinois in fiscal year 1992. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY 

Projects selected pursuant to the fifth gen
eral request for proposals to be issued not 
later than March 1, 1992, shall be subject to 

all provisos contained under this head in pre
vious appropriations Acts unless amended by 
this Act. 

Notwithstanding the provisos under this 
head in previous appropriations Acts, 
projects selected pursuant to the fifth gen
eral request for proposals shall advance sig
nificantly the efficiency and environmental 
performance of coal-using technologies and 
be applicable to either new or existing facili
ties: Provided, That budget periods may be 
used in lieu of design, construction, and op
erating phases for cost-sharing calculations: 
Provided further, That the Secretary shall 
not finance more than 50 per centum of the 
total costs of any budget period: Provided 
further, That project specific development 
activities for process performance definition, 
component design verification, materials se
lection, and evaluation of alternative de
signs may be funded on a cost-shared basis 
up to a limit of 10 per centum of the Govern
ment's share of project cost: Provided further, 
That development activities eligible for cost
sharing may include limited modifications 
to existing fac111ties for project related test
ing but do not include construction of new 
facilities. 

With regard to fUnds made available under 
this head in this and previous appropriations 
Acts, unobligated balances excess to the 
needs of the procurement for which they 
originally were made available may be ap
plied to other procurements; (1) for use on 
projects for which cooperative agreements 
are in place, within the limitations and pro
portions of Government financing increases 
currently allowed by law, or (2) for which re
quests for proposals have not yet been is
sued: Provided, That hereafter, the Depart
ment of Energy, fol' a period of up to five 
years after completion of the operations 
phase of a cooperative agreement may pro
vide appropriate protections, including ex
emptions from subchapter II of chapter 5 of 
title 5, United States Code, against the dis
semination of information that results from 
demonstration activities conducted under 
the Clean Coal Technology Program and that 
would be a trade secret or commercial or fi
nancial information that is privileged or 
confidential if the information had been ob
tained from and first produced by a non-Fed
eral party participating in a Clean Coal 
Technology project: Provided further, That 
hereafter, in addition to the full-time perma
nent Federal employees specified in section 
303 of Public Law 97-257, as amended, no less 
than 90 full-time Federal employees shall be 
assigned to the Assistant Secretary for Fos
sil Energy for carrying out the programs 
under this head using funds available under 
this head in this and any other appropria
tions Act and of which 35 shall be for PETC 
and 30 shall be for METC: Provided further, 
That hereafter reports on projects selected 
by the Secretary of Energy pursuant to au
thority granted under this heading which are 
received by the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives and the President of the Senate 
less than 30 legislative days prior to the end 
of each session of Congress shall be deemed 
to have met the criteria in the third proviso 
of the fourth paragraph under the heading 
"Administrative provisions, Department of 
Energy" in the Department of the Interior 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1986, as contained in Public Law 99--190, upon 
expiration of 30 calendar days from receipt of 
the report by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the President of the 
Senate or at the end of the session, which
ever occurs later. 
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FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

For necessary expenses in carrying out fos
sil energy research and development activi
ties, under the authority of the Department 
of Energy Organization Act (Public Law 95-
91), including the acquisition of interest, in
cluding defeasible and equitable interests in 
any real property or any facility or for plant 
or facility acquisition or expansion, 
$453,989,000, to remain available until ex
pended, of which $438,000 is for the functions 
of the Office of the Federal Inspector for the 
Alaska. Natural Gas Transportation System 
established pursuant to the authority of 
Public Law 94-586 (90 Stat. 2908-2909) and of 
which $3,100,000 is available for the fuels pro
gram: Provided further, That no part of the 
sum herein made available shall be used for 
the field testing of nuclear explosives in the 
recovery of oil and ga.s. 

Of the funds herein provided, $40,800,000 is 
for implementation of the June 1984 
multiyear, cost-shared magnetohydro
dyna.mics program targeted on proof-of-con
cept testing: Provided, That 35 per centum 
private sector cash or in-kind contributions 
shall be required for obligations in fiscal 
year 1992, and for each subsequent fiscal 
year's obligations private sector contribu
tions shall increase by 5 per centum over the 
life of the proof-of-concept plan: Provided fur
ther, That existing facilities, equipment, and 
supplies, or previously expended research or 
development funds are not cost-sharing for 
the purposes of this appropriation, except as 
amortized, depreciated, or expended in nor
mal business practice: Provided further, That 
cost-sharing shall not be required for the 
costs of constructing or operating Govern
ment-owned facilities or for the costs of Gov
ernment organizations, National Labora
tories, or universities and such costs shall 
not be used in calculating the required per
centage for private sector contributions: Pro
vided further, That private sector contribu
tion percentages need not be met on each 
contract but must be met in total for each 
fiscal year. 

Funds in the amount of $8,000,000 provided 
under this head in Public Law 101-512 to ini
tiate a. ten-year industry/government cooper
ative agreement to design, construct, and op
erate a. proof-of-concept oil shale facility em
ploying modified in-situ retorting and sur
face processing of mined shale and waste at 
Federal Prototype Oil Shale Lease Tract Cb 
near Meeker, Colorado, are rescinded. 

ALTERNATIVE FUELS PRODUCTION 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Monies received as investment income on 
the principal amount in the Great Plains 
Project Trust at the Norwest Bank of North 
Dakota, in such sums as are earned as of Oc
tober 1, 1991, shall be deposited in this ac
count and immediately transferred to the 
General Fund of the Treasury. Monies re
ceived as revenue sharing from the operation 
of the Great Plains Gasification plant shall 
be immediately transferred to the General 
Fund of the Treasury: Provided, That the De
partment of Energy may not agree to modi
fications to the Great Plains Project Trust 
Agreement, dated October 31, 1988, that are 
not consistent with the following criteria: (1) 
for the purpose of financing a sulfur control 
technology project using Government con
tributions from the Trust, the cost of such 
project shall not include costs of plant down
time or outages; (2) the Government con
tribution to such project shall not exceed 50 
per centum of the amount of remaining 
project costs after the disbursement of funds 

from the Environmental Account established 
in section 2(b) of the Trust Agreement, shall 
be in the form of a. loan, and shall not exceed 
$30,000,000; (3) no disbursements from either 
the Reserve Account established in section 
2(b) of the Trust Agreement or the Environ
mental Account shall be made without writ
ten assurance from the Environmental Pro
tection Agency that the project technology 
is proper and that more restrictive emissions 
constraints over those in current permits 
will not be imposed; and (4) repayment of 
any loan shall be from revenues not already 
due the Government a.s part of the Asset 
Purchase Agreement, dated October 7, 1988, 
and at least in proportion to the Government 
contribution to the costs of the project net 
of the disbursement from the Environmental 
Account for any increased revenues or prof
its realized as a result of the sulfur control 
project. 

NAVAL PETROLEUM AND OIL SHALE RESERVES 

For necessary expenses in carrying out 
naval petroleum and oil shale reserve activi
ties, $238,200,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION 

For necessary expenses in carrying out en
ergy conservation activities, $559,661,000, to 
remain available until expended, including, 
notwithstanding a.ny other provision of law, 
the excess amount for fiscal year 1992 deter
mined under the provisions of section 3003( d) 
of Public Law 99-509 (15 u.s.a. 4502): Pro
vided, That $247,893,000 shall be for use in en
ergy conservation programs as defined in 
section 3008(3) of Public Law 99-509 (15 u.s.a. 
4507) and shall not be available until excess 
amounts are determined under the provi
sions of section 3003(d) of Public Law 99-509 
(15 u.s.a. 4502): Provided further, That not
withstanding section 3003(d)(2) of Public Law 
99-509 such sums shall be allocated to the eli
gible programs in the same proportion for 
each program as in fiscal year 1991: Provided 
further, That of the sums for weatherization 
assistance for low-income persons, $3,000,000 
shall be for the incentive program authorized 
by section 415d of the Energy Conservation 
and Production Act, as amended by Public 
Law 101-440: Provided further, That $3,000,000 
of the amount under this heading shall be for 
metal casting research consistent with the 
provisions of Public Law 101-425: Provided 
further, That $17,968,000 of the amount pro
vided under this heading shall be available 
for continuing research and development ef
forts begun under title II of the Interior and 
Related Agencies portion of the joint resolu
tion entitled "Joint Resolution making fur
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1986, and for other purposes", approved 
December 19, 1985 (Public Law 99-190), and 
implementation of steel and aluminum re
search authorized by Public Law 100-680: Pro
vided further, That existing facilities, equip
ment, and supplies, or previously expended 
research or development funds are not ac
cepted as contributions for the purposes of 
this appropriation, except as amortized, de
preciated, or expensed in normal business 
practice: Provided further, That the total 
Federal expenditure under this proviso shall 
be repaid up to one and one-half times from 
the proceeds of the commercial sale, lease, 
manufacture, or use of technologies devel
oped under this proviso, at a. rate of one
fourth of all net proceeds: Provided further, 
That $27,000,000 of the amount provided 
under this head is for electric and hybrid ve
hicle battery research to be conducted on a 
cooperative basis with non-Federal entities, 
such amounts to be available only as 

matched on an equal basis by such entities: 
Provided further, That section 303 of Public 
Law 97-257 is further amended by changing 
the number for the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Conservation and Renewables 
from "352" to "397". 

ECONOMIC REGULATION 

For necessary expenses in carrying out the 
activities of the Economic Regulatory Ad
ministration and the Office of Hearings and 
Appeals, $15,114,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS 

For necessary expenses in carrying out 
emergency preparedness activities, $8,300,000, 
to remain available until expended. 

STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses for Strategic Pe
troleum Reserve facility development and 
operations and program management activi
ties pursuant to the Energy Policy and Con
servation Act of 1975, a.s amended (42 u.s.a. 
6201 et seq.), $185,858,000, to remain available 
until expended, including $122,685,000 to be 
derived by transfer from funds deposited in 
the "SPR petroleum account" as a. result of 
the test sale of the Strategic Petroleum Re
serve begun on September 26, 1990, a.s author
ized under 42 u.s.a. 6241(g)(1): Provided, That 
the provisions of 42 u.s.a. 6241(g)(6)(B) shall 
not apply to the use of these funds: Provided 
further, That appropriations herein made 
shall not be available for leasing of facilities 
for the storage of crude oil for the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve unless the quantity of oil 
stored in or deliverable to Government
owned storage facilities by virtue of contrac
tual obligations is equal to 750,000,000 bar
rels. 

SPR PETROLEUM ACCOUNT 

For the acquisition and transportation of 
petroleum and for other necessary expenses 
as authorized under 42 u.s.a. 6247, 
$203,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That notwithstanding 42 
U.S.C. 6240(d) the United States share of 
crude oil in Naval Petroleum Reserve Num
bered 1 (Elk Hills) may be sold or otherwise 
disposed of to other than the Strategic Pe
troleum Reserve: Provided further, That no 
funds made available by this or any other 
Act may be used for leasing, exchanging, or 
otherwise acquiring except by direct pur
chase crude oil from a foreign government, a 
foreign State-owned oil company, or an 
agent of either, except pursuant to the pro
cedures of section 174, part C, title I of the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act (42 
u.s.a. 6211 et seq.), as contained in section 6 
of Public Law 101-383: Provided further, That 
the running of the 12 month period described 
in section 161(g)(6)(B) of the Energy Policy 
and Conservation Act of 1975, as amended (42 
U .S.C. 6241(g)(6)(B)), shall be suspended dur
ing fiscal year 1992: Provided further, That 
outlays in fiscal year 1992 resulting from the 
use of funds in this account other than those 
deposited as a result of a test sale or 
dra.wdown of the Reserve shall not exceed 
$139,000,000. 

ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary expenses in carrying out the 
activities of the Energy Information Admin
istration, $77,908,000, to remain available 
until expended. 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, DEPARTMENT OF 

ENERGY 

Appropriations under this Act for the cur
rent fiscal year shall be available for hire of 
passenger motor vehicles; hire, maintenance, 
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and operation of aircraft; purchase, repair, 
and cleaning of uniforms; and reimburse
ment to the General Services Administration 
for security guard services. 

From appropriations under this Act, trans
fers of sums may be made to other agencies 
of the Government for the performance of 
work for which the appropriation is made. 

None of the funds made available to the 
Department of Energy under this Act shall 
be used to implement or finance authorized 
price support or loan guarantee programs 
unless specific provision is made for such 
programs in an appropriations Act. 

The Secretary is authorized to accept 
lands, buildings, equipment, and other con
tributions from public and private sources 
and to prosecute projects in cooperation 
with other agencies, Federal, State, private, 
or foreign: Provided, That revenues and other 
moneys received by or for the account of the 
Department of Energy or otherwise gen
erated by sale of products in connection with 
projects of the Department appropriated 
under this Act may be retained by the Sec
retary of Energy, to be available until ex
pended, and used only for plant construction, 
operation, costs, and payments to cost-shar
ing entities as provided in appropriate cost
sharing contracts or agreements: Provided 
further, That the remainder of revenues after 
the making of such payments shall be cov
ered into the Treasury as miscellaneous re
ceipts: Provided further, That any contract, 
agreement, or provision thereof entered into 
by the Secretary pursuant to this authority 
shall not be executed prior to the expiration 
of 30 calendar days (not including any day in 
which either House of Congress is not in ses
sion because of adjournment of more than 
three calendar days to a day certain) from 
the receipt by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the President of the 
Senate of a full comprehensive report on 
such project, including the facts and cir
cumstances relied upon in support of the pro
posed project. 

The Secretary of Energy may transfer to 
the Emergency Preparedness appropriation 
such funds as are necessary to meet any un
foreseen emergency needs from any funds 
available to the Department of Energy from 
this Act. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of Energy may enter into 
a contract, agreement, or arrangement, in
cluding, but not limited to, a Management 
and Operating Contract as defined in the 
Federal Acquisition Regulations (17.601), 
with a profit-making or non-profit entity to 
conduct activities at the Department of En
ergy's research facilities at Bartlesville, 
Oklahoma. 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 

SERVICES 
INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE 

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICES 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
Act of August 5, 1954 (68 Stat. 674), the Indian 
Self-Determination Act, the Indian Health 
Care Improvement Act, and titles ill and 
XXVI and section 208 of the Public Health 
Service Act with respect to the Indian 
Health Service, including hire of passenger 
motor vehicles and aircraft; purchase of re
prints; purchase and erection of portable 
buildings; payments for telephone service in 
private residences in the field, when author
ized under regulations approved by the Sec
retary; $1,432,712,000, together with payments 
received during the fiscal year pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. 300aaa-2 for services furnished by the 
Indian Health Service: Provided, That not-

withstanding any other law or regulation, 
funds transferred from the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development to the In
dian Health Service shall be administered 
under Public Law 86-121 (the Indian Sanita
tion Facilities Act): Provided further, That 
funds made available to tribes and tribal or
ganizations through grants and contracts au
thorized by the Indian Self-Determination 
and Education Assistance Act of 1975 (88 
Stat. 2203; 25 U.S.C. 450), shall be deemed to 
be obligated at the time of the grant or con
tract award and thereafter shall remain 
available to the tribe or tribal organization 
without fiscal year limitation: Provided fur
ther, That $12,000,000 shall remain available 
until expended, for the Indian Catastrophic 
Health Emergency Fund: Provided further, 
That $294,551,000 for contract medical care 
shall remain available for expenditure until 
September 30, 1993: Provided further, That of 
the funds provided, $5,990,000 shall be used to 
carry out a loan repayment program under 
which Federal, State, and commercial-type 
educational loans for physicians and other 
health professionals will be repaid at a rate 
not to exceed $35,000 per year of obligated 
service in return for full-time clinical serv
ice: Provided further, That funds provided in 
this Act may be used for one-year contracts 
and grants which are to be performed in two 
fiscal years, so long as the total obligation is 
recorded in the year for which the funds are 
appropriated: Provided further, That the 
amounts collected by the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services under the au
thority of title IV of the Indian Health Care 
Improvement Act shall be available for two 
fiscal years after the fiscal year in which 
they were collected, for the purpose of 
achieving compliance with the applicable 
conditions and requirements of titles xvm 
and XIX of the Social Security Act (exclu
sive of planning, design, or construction of 
new facilities): Provided further, That of the 
funds provided, $2,500,000 shall remain avail
able until expended, for the Indian Self-De
termination Fund, which shall be available 
for the transitional costs of initial or ex
panded tribal contracts, grants or coopera
tive agreements with the Indian Health 
Service under the provisions of the Indian 
Self-Determination Act: Provided further, 
That funding contained herein, and in any 
earlier appropriations Acts for scholarship 
programs under the Indian Health Care Im
provement Act (25 U.S.C. 1613) shall remain 
available for expenditure until September 30, 
1993: Provided further , That amounts received 
by tribes and tribal organizations under title 
IV of the Indian Health Care Improvement 
Act and Public Law 100-713 shall be reported 
and accounted for and available to the re
ceiving tribes and tribal organizations until 
expended. 

INDIAN HEALTH FACILITIES 

For construction, major repair, improve
ment, and equipment of health and related 
auxiliary facilities, including quarters for 
personnel; preparation of plans, specifica
tions, and drawings; acquisition of sites, pur
chase and erection of portable buildings, and 
purchases of trailers; and for provision of do
mestic and community sanitation facilities 
for Indians, as authorized by section 7 of the 
Act of August 5, 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2004a), the In
dian Self-Determination Act and the Indian 
Health Care Improvement Act, $295,211,000, 
to remain available until expended: Provided, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, funds appropriated for the planning, de
sign, construction or renovation of health fa
cilities for the benefit of an Indian tribe or 
tribes may be used to purchase land for sites 

to construct, improve, or enlarge health or 
related facilities: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
may accept ownership of the buildings of
fered at no cost by the Standing Rock Sioux 
Tribe for use solely as the Aberdeen Area's 
Youth Regional Treatment Center, and may 
use funds appropriated to the Indian Health 
Service to renovate the buildings for that 
purpose. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, INDIAN HEALTH 
SERVICE 

Appropriations in this Act to the Indian 
Health Service shall be available for services 
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 but at rates 
not to exceed the per diem rate equivalent to 
the maximum rate payable for senior-level 
positions under 5 U.S.C. 5376, and for uni
forms or allowances therefor as authorized 
by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-5902), and for expenses 
of attendance at meetings which are con
cerned with the functions or activities for 
which the appropriation is made or which 
will contribute to improved conduct, super
vision, or management of those functions or 
activities: Provided further, That in accord
ance with the provisions of the Indian Health 
Care Improvement Act, non-Indian patients 
may be extended health care at all tribally 
administered or Indian Health Services fa
cilities, subject to charges, and the proceeds 
along with funds recovered under the Federal 
Medical Care Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. 2651-53) 
shall be credited to the account of the facil
ity providing the service and shall be avail
able without fiscal year limitation: Provided 
further, That funds appropriated to the In
dian Health Service in this Act, except those 
used for administrative and program direc
tion purposes, shall not be subject to limita
tions directed at curtailing Federal travel 
and transportation: Provided further, That 
with the exception of Indian Health Service 
units which currently have a billing policy, 
the Indian Health Service shall not initiate 
any further action to bill Indians in order to 
collect from third-party payers nor to charge 
those Indians who may have the economic 
means to pay unless and until such time as 
Congress has agreed upon a specific policy to 
do so and has directed the Indian Health 
Service to implement such a policy: Provided 
further, That personnel ceilings may not be 
imposed on the Indian Health Service nor 
may any action be taken to reduce the full
time equivalent level of the Indian Health 
Service by the elimination of temporary em
ployees by reduction in force , hiring freeze 
or any other means without the review and 
approval of the Committees on Appropria
tions: Provided further, That none of the 
funds made available to the Indian Health 
Service in this Act shall be used to imple
ment the final rule published in the Federal 
Register on September 16, 1987, by the De
partment of Health and Human Services, re
lating to eligibility for the health care serv
ices of the Indian Health Service until the 
Indian Health Service has submitted a budg
et request reflecting the increased costs as
sociated with the proposed final rule, and 
such request has been included in an appro
priations Act and enacted into law: Provided 
further , That funds made available in this 
Act are to be apportioned to the Indian 
Health Service as appropriated in this Act, 
and accounted for in the appropriation struc
ture set forth in this Act: Provided further, 
That the appropriation structure for the In
dian Health Service may not be altered with
out the advance approval of the House and 
Senate Committees on Appropriations. 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
EDUCATION 

INDIAN EDUCATION 

For necessary expenses to carry out, to the 
extent not otherwise provided, the Indian 
Education Act of 1988, $77,547,000, of which 
$57,692,000 shall be for subpart 1 and 
$16,596,000 shall be for subparts 2 and 3: Pro
vided, That $1,570,000 available pursuant to 
section 5323 of the Act shall remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 1993. 

OTHER RELATED AGENCIES 
OFFICE OF NAVAJO AND HOPI INDIAN 

RELOCATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation as au
thorized by Public Law 93-531, $31,634,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That funds provided in this or any other ap
propriations Act are to be used to relocate 
eligible individuals and groups including 
evictees from District 6, Hopi-partitioned 
lands residents, those in significantly sub
standard housing, and all others certified as 
eligible and not included in the preceding 
categories: Provided further, That none of the 
funds contained in this or any other Act may 
be used to evict any single Navajo or Navajo 
family who, as of November 30, 1985, was 
physically domiciled on the lands parti
tioned to the Hopi Tribe unless a new or re
placement home is provided for such house
hold: Provided further, That no relocatee will 
be provided with more than one new or re
placement home: Provided further, That the 
Office shall relocate any certified eligible 
relocatees who have selected and received an 
approved homesite on the Navajo reservation 
or selected a replacement residence off the 
Navajo reservation or on the land acquired 
pursuant to 25 U.S.C. 640d-10. 

INSTITUTE OF AMERICAN INDIAN AND ALASKA 
NATIVE 

CULTURE AND ARTS DEVELOPMENT 

PAYMENT TO THE INS'l'ITUTE 

For payment to the Institute of American 
Indian and Alaska Native Culture and Arts 
Development, as authorized by Public Law 
99-498, as amended (20 U.S.C. 56, part A), 
$8,187,000, of which not to exceed $350,000 for 
Federal matching contributions, to remain 
available until expended, shall be paid to the 
Institute endowment fund: Provided, That 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the annual budget proposal and justification 
for the Institute shall be submitted to the 
Congress concurrently with the submission 
of the President's Budget to the Congress: 
Provided further, That the Institute shall act 
as its own certifying officer. 

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Smithsonian 
Institution, as authorized by law, including 
research in the fields of art, science, and his
tory; development, preservation, and docu
mentation of the National Collections; pres
entation of public exhibits and perform
ances; collection, preparation, dissemina
tion, and exchange of information and publi
cations; conduct of education, training, and 
museum assistance programs; maintenance, 
alteration, operation, lease (for terms not to 
exceed thirty years), and protection of build
ings, facilities, and approaches; not to exceed 
$100,000 for services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
3109; up to 5 replacement passenger vehicles; 
purchase, rental, repair, and cleaning of uni
forms for employees; $286,269,000, of which 

not to exceed $26,679,000 for the instrumenta
tion program, collections acquisition, Mu
seum Support Center equipment and move, 
exhibition reinstallation, the National Mu
seum of the American Indian, and the repa
triation of skeletal remains program shall 
remain available until expended and, includ
ing such funds as may be necessary to sup
port American overseas research centers and 
a total of $125,000 for the Council of Amer
ican Overseas Research Centers: Provided, 
That funds appropriated herein are available 
for advance payments to independent con
tractors ,performing research services or par
ticipating in official Smithsonian presen
tations. 

MUSEUM PROGRAMS AND RELATED RESEARCH 

(SPECIAL FOREIGN CURRENCY PROGRAM) 

Funds previously appropriated in this ac
count for the American Institute of Indian 
Studies Forward Funded Reserve may be in
vested in India by the United States Em
bassy in India in interest bearing accounts 
with the interest to be used along with other 
funds in the account to support the ongoing 
programs of the American Institute of Indian 
Studies. 
CONSTRUCTION AND IMPROVEMENTS, NATIONAL 

ZOOLOGICAL PARK 

For necessary expenses of planning, con
struction, remodeling, and equipping of 
buildings and facilities at the National Zoo
logical Park, by contract or otherwise, 
$8,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

REPAIR AND RESTORATION OF BUILDINGS 

For necessary expenses of repair and res
toration of buildings owned or occupied by 
the Smithsonian Institution, by contract or 
otherwise, as authorized by section 2 of the 
Act of August 22, 1949 (63 Stat. 623), including 
not to exceed $10,000 for services as author
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $27,710,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That con
tracts awarded for environmental systems, 
protection systems, and exterior repair or 
restoration of buildings of the Smithsonian 
Institution may be negotiated with selected 
contractors and awarded on the basis of con
tractor qualifications as well as price. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For necessary expenses for construction, 
$20,100,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For the upkeep and operations of the Na
tional Gallery of Art, the protection and 
care of the works of art therein, and admin
istrative expenses incident thereto, as au
thorized by the Act of March 24, 1937 (50 Stat. 
51), as amended by the public resolution of 
April 13, 1939 (Public Resolution 9, Seventy
sixth Congress), including services as author
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; payment in advance 
when authorized by the treasurer of the Gal
lery for membership in library, museum, and 
art associations or societies whose publica
tions or services are available to members 
only, or to members at a price lower than to 
the general public; purchase, repair, and 
cleaning of uniforms for guards, and uni
forms, or allowances therefor, for other em
ployees as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-
5902); purchase or rental of devices and serv
ices for protecting buildings and contents 
thereof, and maintenance, alteration, im
provement, and repair of buildings, ap
proaches, and grounds; purchase of one pas
senger motor vehicle for replacement only; 
and purchase of services for restoration and 

repair of works of art for the National Gal
lery of Art by contracts made, without ad
vertising, with individuals, firms, or organi
zations at such rates or prices and under 
such terms and conditions as the Gallery 
may deem proper, $48,236,000, of which not to 
exceed $2,870,000 for the special exhibition 
program shall remain available until ex
pended. 

REPAIR, RESTORATION AND RENOVATION OF 
BUILDINGS 

For necessary expenses of repair, restora
tion and renovation of buildings, grounds 
and facilities owned or occupied by the Na
tional Gallery of Art, by contract or other
wise, as authorized $6,850,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That con
tracts awarded for environmental systems, 
protection systems, and exterior repair or 
renovation of buildings of the National Gal
lery of Art may be negotiated with selected 
contractors and awarded on the basis of con
tractor qualifications as well as price. 
WOODROW WILSON INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR 

SCHOLARS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary in carrying out the 
provisions of the Woodrow Wilson Memorial 
Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 1356) including hire of 
passenger vehicles and services as authorized 
by 5 u.s.c. 3109, $5,819,000. 
NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND THE 

HUMANITIES 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS 

GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
National Foundation on the Arts and Hu
manities Act of 1965, as amended, $147,700,000 
shall be available to the National Endow
ment for the Arts for the support of projects 
and productions in the arts through assist
ance to groups and individuals pursuant to 
section 5(c) of the Act, and for administering 
the functions of the Act. 

MATCHING GRANTS 

To carry out the provisions of section 
10(a)(2) of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965, as 
amended, $30,500,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1993 to the National En
dowment for the Arts, of which $13,000,000 
shall be available for purposes of section 5(1): 
Provided, That this appropriation shall be 
available for obligation only in such 
amounts as may be equal to the total 
amounts of gifts, bequests, and devises of 
money, and other property accepted by the 
Chairman or by grantees of the Endowment 
under the provisions of section 10(a)(2), sub
sections ll(a)(2)(A) and ll(a)(3)(A) during the 
current and preceding fiscal years for which 
equal amounts have not previously been ap
propria ted. 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES 

GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
National Foundation on the Arts and the Hu
manities Act of 1965, as amended, $153,150,000 
shall be available to the National Endow
ment for the Humanities for support of ac
tivities in the humanities, pursuant to sec
tion 7(c) of the Act, and for administering 
the functions of the Act, of which $8,200,000 
for the Office of Preservation shall remain 
available until September 30, 1993. 

MATCHING GRANTS 

To carry out the provisions of section 
10(a)(2) of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965, as 
amended, $25,050,000, to remain available 
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until September 30, 1993, of which $12,050,000 
shall be available to the National Endow
ment for the Humanities for the purposes of 
section 7(h): Provided, That this appropria
tion shall be available for obligation only in 
such amounts as may be equal to the total 
amounts of gifts, bequests, and devises of 
money, and other property accepted by the 
Chairman or by grantees of the Endowment 
under the provisions of subsections 
ll(a)(2)(B) and ll(a)(3)(B) during the current 
and preceding fiscal years for which equal 
amounts have not previously been appro
priated. 

INSTITUTE OF MUSEUM SERVICES 
GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION 

For carrying out title II of the Arts, Hu
manities, and Cultural Affairs Act of 1976, as 
amended, $27,344,000, including not to exceed 
$250,000 as authorized by 20 U.S.C. 965(b). 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
None of the funds appropriated to the Na

tional Foundation on the Arts and the Hu
manities may be used to process any grant 
or contract documents which do not include 
the text of 18 U.S.C. 1913: Provided, That none 
of the funds appropriated to the National 
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities 
may be used for official reception and rep
resentation expenses. 

COMMISSION OF FINE ARTS 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses made necessary by the Act 
establishing a Commission of Fine Arts (40 
u.s.c. 104), $722,000. 

NATIONAL CAPITAL ARTS AND CULTURAL 
AFFAIRS 

For necessary expenses as authorized by 
Public Law 99-190 (99 Stat. 1261; 20 U.S.C. 
956a), as amended, $7,000,000. 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For expenses made necessary by the Act 

establishing an Advisory Council on Histori-c 
Preservation, Public Law 89--665, as amended, 
$2,623,000: Provided, That none of these funds 
shall be available for the compensation of 
Executive Level V or higher positions. 

NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, as authorized by 
the National Capital Planning Act of 1952 (40 
U.S.C. 71-711), including services as author
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $4,500,000. 

FRANKLIN DELANO RooSEVELT MEMORIAL 
COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Franklin 

Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commission, es
tablished by the Act of August 11, 1955 (69 
Stat. 694), as amended by Public Law 92-332 
(86 Stat. 401), $33,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1993. 

PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses, as authorized by 

section 17(a) of Public Law 92-578, as amend
ed, $2,807,000, for operating and administra
tive expenses of the Corporation. 

PUBLIC DEVELOPMENT 
For public development activities and 

projects in accordance with the development 
plan as authorized by section 17(b) of Public 
Law 92-578, as amended, $4,491,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

UNITED STATES HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL 
COUNCIL 

HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL COUNCIL 
For expenses of the Holocaust Memorial 

Council, as authorized by Public Law 96-388, 
as amended, $10,605,000: Provided, That none 
of these funds shall be available for the com
pensation of Executive Level V or higher po
sitions. 

Mr. YATES (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that title II be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

points of order against title II? 
If not, are there any amendments to 

title II? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CRANE 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CRANE: Page 86, 

strike line 23 through page 87, line 20. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that all time on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto be limited to 20 minutes, the 
proponents to be granted 10 minutes, 
and 10 minutes to be granted to our 
side. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 

from Illinois [Mr. CRANE] will be recog
nized for 10 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] will 
be recognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. CRANE]. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, in the 
classic words of Yogi Berra, this is deja 
vu all over again. 

My amendment would move to strike 
all funding .for the National Endow
ment for the Arts. We had a lengthy 
debate, you will recall, last year on 
this subject, and most of it focused on 
trying to provide guidelines to the 
Chairman of the National Endowment. 

My amendment, however, went to the 
heart of the problem, and that is the 
propriety of a national government 
being involved in the arts in the first 
place. Now, this is not a time-honored 
tradition. Quite the contrary, the NEA 
was created at the height of the guns
and-butter era in 1965 when Americans 
thought that anything was permissible 
and anything was fundable. 

The Founding Fathers raised this 
question at the Philadelphia Conven
tion in 1787, and on that occasion 
Charles Pinckney from South Carolina 
proposed funding by this new national 
government of arts and the humanities 
and sciences, and he was overwhelm
ingly rejected by those gentlemen who 
crafted that precious document known 

as our Constitution, on the grounds 
that that was not a legitimate function 
of a national government. 

The fact of the matter is that when 
we get elected the first order of busi
ness is for all of us to stand here on 
this floor and raise our right hand and 
swear to uphold that Constitution, so 
help us God, and the fact of the matter 
is while some may not have read James 
Madison's notes of the exchanges that 
took place that hot summer in Phila
delphia, as I say, this is an issue read
ily referenced for anyone in doubt. The 
Founding Fathers were very explicit, 
very clear on their view of the Pinck
ney amendment. 

In the intervening years, we pursued 
that historic constitutional position 
until the height of the Depression when 
the New Deal chose to put unemployed 
artists on welfare rolls and let them 
engage in the practice of painting and 
sculpting and what have you in their 
attics and getting welfare benefits for 
that. That terminated, however, at 
World War II. 

As I say, it has only been since 1965 
that we have embarked on this course. 

Some argued during the debate last 
year, implied, rather, that we would 
not have funding of the arts if we did 
not have a precious National Endow
ment for the Arts. To put that into 
some perspective, that logical fallacy 
of either/or, last year $124 million went 
to fund the arts through the NEA. Dur
ing that same year, the private sector 
anted up $7.5 billion. It dwarfs into 
total insignificance that portion that 
the national government is pouring 
in to this area. 

In addition to this, there are ques
tions that were raised in the debate 
last year about censorship. Does the 
Congress have the right to censor, in 
effect, by giving guidelines as to what 
is proper art versus improper art? 

The truth is that whenever you have 
any Government bureaucracy such as 
the NEA, inevitably you are going to 
get censorship. 

In fact, one of the points raised by a 
delegate to the Philadelphia Conven
tion, from Virginia, John Page, is that 
if you were to have Government fund
ing of the arts, "Congress might," he 
said, "like many royal benefactors, 
misplace their munificence and neglect 
a much greater genius of another." 
Well, the truth is that last year there 
were 17,400 requests that were made to 
the Commission, of which only 4,400 re
quests were accepted. Who died and 
gave those people the omniscience who 
sit on the panel to render those vital 
judgments as to what is art versus 
what is not art? 

There is, also, another aspect of this 
debate, and it is one that was brought 
forth in an article by James Kilpatrick 
in the Washington Post in April of this 
year. He, through the Freedom of In
formation Act, got information about 
the awards by dance panels. He pointed 
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out, that Chairman Frohnmayer named 
eight panels in the field of dance, and 
they were to look over the various rec
ommendations for funding. One of 
these panels, panel No. 2, he notes, had 
six members, and it reviewed requests, 
and it made grants. It, however, was 
comprised of members of dance groups. 
That panel 2 managed to secure in 
grants over $1 million from the NEA. 
Now, to be sure, they did not vote 
themselves grants. Panel 3 and panel 4 
voted the grants for panel 2. Then he 
reviewed panel 3. They got over a half
million dollars in grants. And where 
did they get their panels? Not from 
themselves, of course. It was panel 4, 
panel 5, and panel 6 that voted the 
grants for panel No.3. He concluded: 

Have you ever looked at the tangled roots 
of a mangrove tree? Same thing. Artist A is 
on panel B that awards a grant to artist c. 
who serves on panel D. Artist E's panel 
awards a grant to artist A, and so it goes, so 
it goes, so it goes. 

When you look at the breakdown of 
where the money went last year, that 
is also quite interesting, because the 
State of New York got more money 
total than the States of California, 
Texas, Florida, Illinois, Michigan, and 
Ohio combined. It seems to me that 
there is some evidence, at least based 
on the Kilpatrick evidence out of the 
Freedom of Information Act, coupled 
with the allocation of the funding, that 
there is, indeed, a good-old-boy net
work working within the bureaucracy 
of the NEA. 

I would urge Members, in the inter
ests of, first, upholding that constitu
tional oath that they took for openers, 
but, second, recognizing that the freest 
exchange has always existed in the 
marketplace, not through Government 
munificence and bureaucracy, to sup
port my amendment. 

Finally, to avoid any possibility, 
whether it is true or not, that this net
work does, in fact, exist within the bu
reaucracy, eliminate that apprehen
sion. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRANE. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I have 
long ago, when Nancy Hanks was the 
Administrator of the NEA, looked at 
the distribution, and I asked Miss 
Hanks, "Why is New York getting such 
a preponderant share of the money? 
Why is not more money going to Illi
nois? Why is not more money going to 
California?" She said, "Congressman, 
that is where the arts companies are." 

You know, I look at the bill that we 
have before us today. California gets 
one-third of the land acquisition 
money in the President;s budget, one
third. It gets that money because most 
of the acquisitions are for the re
sources in California. That is where 
they are located. 

Much as I would like to see more of 
that money coming to Illinois or to 

other States, the money has to follow 
where the material is. 

Mr. CRANE. Reclaiming my time, in 
response to that, I have heard that ar
gument that we are a cultural, artistic 
wasteland outside of New York City. In 
effect, that is the argument that is ad
vanced, and that is why they get 
roughly 40 percent of the total NEA 
budget. 

I can understand any New Yorker de
fending his proprietary interest in get
ting the lion's share of the money ap
propriated by this body. 

Mr. YATES. If the gentleman will 
yield further, Nancy Hanks was not a 
New Yorker. She was from North Caro
lina. 

Mr. CRANE. And she is implying that 
North Carolina is a cui tural wasteland, 
too. That is her prerogative as a North 
Carolinian. Any Tarheel can view his 
State any way he wishes. 

Mr. YATES. I would correct one 
point. The cultural wasteland was a 
phrase of Newt Minow about television. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRANE. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. In last year's author
ization for a 3-year period, we did re
form the rules so that the States re
ceive a larger share of the money to ac
complish the very objective the gen
tleman mentioned. 

Mr. CRANE. To be sure. I know there 
was a concern, and I raised it last year 
during that debate, and there was bet
ter distribution. But for all of that, the 
figures I just gave are for last year's 
distribution, and the most recent. 

Let me mention one other thing 
about these cultural wastelands. Mark 
Twain never got a penny of any Gov
ernment funding. He did not come from 
that Mecca of art in New York City. 
Ernest Hemingway came from our 
great city of Chicago, Mr. Chairman, 
and he was outside of that Mecca of all 
cultural and artistic taste. The fact of 
the matter is that before we ever had 
Government involvement, some of the 
greatest artists that will be recognized 
down through the years of history into 
the future, some of the greatest not 
only prospered without a dime of Gov
ernment involvement, long before the 
creation of the NEA, but achieved im
mortality. 
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Second, they did not come out of New 

York City. 
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. CRANE. I yield to the gentleman 

from Ohio. 
Mr. REGULA. Ken Burns, who did 

one of the great projects with the pro
duction of the Civil War tapes received 
some Federal money from NEH and 
that was an example of Federal assist
ance. I do not know how the gentleman 
feels about the National Endowment 

for the Humanities. Would the gen
tleman keep the funding for that agen
cy? 

Mr. CRANE. Any time there is a tar
get-of-opportunity to save the taxpayer 
a dollar and get Government out of the 
unwarranted and unconstitutional 
areas, that would fall into the same 
category. What the gentleman is sug
gesting, again, is the either/or argu
ment. That is the logical fallacy, viz if 
we did not have an NEA or NEH we 
could not find funding from alternative 
sources. 

I urge Members to support my 
amendment to strike the NEA funding. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. ATKINS], a member of our 
committee. 

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment strikes and destroys not 
only the National Endowment for the 
Arts but indeed America's cultural pre
eminence in the world. 

The arguments made in favor of this 
amendment are some of the most spuri
ous arguments that we have heard in a 
long time in this Chamber. Claims that 
the great problem is that somehow a 
large portion of the money goes to New 
York City, well, of course, the money 
goes to New York City, and throughout 
the modern history of this country, 
artists have congregated in New York 
City from all over the country. People 
like Tom Wolfe, coming from North 
Carolina, going to New York City be
cause that is where the publishing cen
ter is; dance companies and so forth. 
Willie Sutton, when asked, "why do 
you rob banks?" said, "Because that is 
where the money is." Why does art 
funding go to New York? Because that 
is where the artists are. 

It comes back to the rest of America. 
The funds that go to institutions in 
New York are going back to all parts of 
this country in tours as they go around 
the country. 

Then the gentleman claims that 
somehow on the panels for the NEA 
that there is some kind of distortion, 
the potential that there could be the 
good old boy network. Indeed, those 
panels are clearly balanced so there are 
both men and women on the panels. 
The panels really are above reproach. 
it has been clear that those panels have 
supported, just by the results of the 
things that have come through the 
NEA, the finest creative geniuses in 
the country. 

This NEA amendment would abso
lutely destroy what we have built, and 
the reforms which have been made 
which have really made art the No. 2 
export for this country, and the great
est success story in our exports, a 
major part of our economy, a major 
part of our educational system. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. WEISS]. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the amendment 
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offered by Representative CRANE. This 
amendment seeks to end Federal fund
ing for art and culture in America by 
abolishing the National Endowment for 
the Arts [NEA]. Eliminating the NEA 
would deprive millions of Americans, 
rich and poor, urban and rural, of the 
many artistic and cultural programs 
that this agency makes possible. 

Our constituents recognize the mer
its of Government subsidy for the arts. 
In a 1990 nationwide poll, 68 percent of 
the American public stated their 
strong support for Government funding 
of arts. These people want the NEA to 
continue to preserve the cultural heri t
age of the United States, make the arts 
accessible to millions who might other
wise not enjoy them, and foster cre
ativity in our society. Our constituents 
are willing to spend a mere 69 cents a 
year to reap them benefits-and more. 

Remarkably, three out of the four of 
last year's Tony nominees in the best 
play category, including the winner, 
were developed at NEA-funded non
profit theaters. So were the last 13 
Pultizer prize-winning plays. 

Mr. CRANE has argued that "the NEA 
is not the cornerstone of American 
art." I agree that it is not the only cor
nerstone, but it is certainly one of the 
important cornerstones of American 
art. 

When the National Endowment of the 
Arts was founded in 1965, there were 100 
local arts agencies; now there are over 
2,000. In 1965 there was 1 full-time pro
fessional chorus in the country, 60 pro
fessional orchestras, 37 professional 
dance companies, and 56 nonprofit pro
fessional theaters. Now, there are at 
least 57 professional choruses, 210 or
chestras, 250 dance companies, and 400 
theaters eligible for endowment sup
port. The audience for all of these ac
tivities has grown exponentially. 

While Federal support through the 
NEA is not the principal source of 
funding for the arts, they are impor
tant and catalytic funds. Funds given 
by the endowment generate sizable do
nations from private sources. 

According to the New York Times, 
$119 million in grants made by the NEA 
in 1988 encouraged citizens corporate 
and individual, to contribute $1.3 bil
lion more. 

Although members of the private sec
tor do contribute their funds, we can
not leave it to them alone to support 
art and culture in Amercia. The Gov
ernment, through the NEA, supports 
projects that would not get the atten
tion they deserve without public 
money. For instance, the NEA funds 
hundreds of educational projects and 
projects that increase the access to art 
for inner-city and rural areas. The pri
vate sector might not do this. 

Abolishing the NEA would eliminate 
national coordination of arts funding. 
From its broad national perspective 
the Endowment can coordinate Govern
ment funding with the development of 

artistic programs and projects, and the 
growth of institutions throughout the 
country. 

Abolishing the NEA would not save 
us much money either. Its 1991 appro
priation is the paltry sum of $180 mil
lion. Total Federal spending on culture 
this year comprises just one five
hundreths of the $1.57 trillion budget. 

We have an agency that has success
fully subsidized the arts in our country 
for the last 25 years. I strongly urge 
you to defeat the Crane amendment 
and support H.R. 4825 unamended. Let's 
not let one or two controversial grants 
define our national attitude toward 
art, culture, and progress. 

Mr. CRANE is incorrect in suggesting, 
as he has in urging support for this 
amendment, that Government funding 
of art guarantees censorship because 
some artists are funded and others are 
not. The Federal Government has a 
limited amount of money for grants 
and cannot fund every person or agen
cy that applies for a grant. Choices 
must be made in arts funding as they 
must in funding science and technology 
research. 

Funding choices in the NEA are par
ticularly democratic. The NEA has and 
continues to base funding decisions on 
artistic excellence as determined by 
highly diverse and experienced peer 
panels, the Presidentially appointed 
National Council on the Arts, and the 
NEA Chairman. Every NEA panel now 
also includes educated laypeople, and 
the NEA has implemented many other 
procedures as a result of last year's re
authorization to further ensure fair
ness. 

Finally, Mr. CRANE has asserted that, 
and I quote, "History argues against 
Federal funding of the arts." Certainly, 
world history belies this statement. 
Every advanced and civilized nation 
has supported and nurtured its artists. 
Throughout American history there 
has been an evolution of Federal sup
port for the arts and humanities. Presi
dent John Adams wrote: 

I must engage in war in order that my sons 
may engage in commerce, industry, agri
culture and science; in order that their chil
dren might engage in painting, ceramics, 
porcelain, tapestry * * * and the arts. 

In 1891, the first National Conserv
atory of Music was established. Con
gress first proposed a National Office of 
the Arts in 1897, and, in 1910, President 
Taft established the National Fine Arts 
Commission with a peer panel to "ad
vise generally upon questions of art 
when required to do so by the Presi
dent, or by Congress." 

Since then, every Presidential ad
ministration has offered support for 
arts programs, from President Frank
lin Delano Roosevelt's WPA programs 
to President Eisenhower's advocacy of 
a Federal Advisory Commission on the 
Arts, from President Kennedy's pro
posal for a Federal Advisory Council on 
the Arts to President Johnson's work 

in creating the current Federal arts 
agencies. 

We have now evolved to having a Na- , 
tional Endowment for the Arts which 
has changed the cultural landscape of 
the United States, which has supported 
groups and individuals in every corner 
of the Nation and which has supported 
programs from arts education to design 
arts to folk arts. 

The NEA has been one of our N a
tion's outstanding successes. It de
serves not only the present level of 
support as contained in the Interior ap
propriations bill, but greater support 
in the future so that it can continue its 
work touching the lives of all of our 
citizens. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. AuCoiN], a distinguished member 
of our committee. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I urge 
the Members to defeat the Crane 
amendment. 

I am strongly opposed to this amend
ment. It kills the National Endowment 
for the Arts. If anyone really pays at
tention to what is happening in Amer
ica in terms of access to the arts, not 
in the elite centers of New York City, 
or Chicago, or Los Angeles, but in 
small towns, throughout Oregon and 
throughout each of our States, they 
will find that it is because of the 
leveraging that a grant from the NEA 
has done that makes that possible. 

I am really amazed at the argument 
that the private sector can do this. We 
have gone through hearings, hour after 
hour after hour of hearings, which I 
doubt that the gentleman from Chicago 
who offers this amendment has done, 
and we have found from corporate gift 
managers, testimony that they make 
additional contributions when they see 
the NEA moving in and giving encour
agement by their own grants. The cor
porate community will tell Members 
that this is a way to leverage private 
sector funds. It should not be in lieu of 
public sector funds. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just like to point out that I think that 
the argument made by the gentleman 
from Illinois is important. That is, 
that the bulk of funding for the arts in 
this country comes from the private 
sector. 

We have had many witnesses that 
have come before our committee that 
say, "Why do we not do like England or 
Germany or France, and have lOO-per
cent Government support for the 
arts?" They point out to Members that 
we spend vastly less per capita than 
those countries. I have responded that 
if we take into account the tax credits 
that people receive for making private 
donations, if we take into account the 
effort at the State and local commu
nities, we do spend as much, if not 
more, per capita. 
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However, the important thing is that 

we have approached it by saying the 
Federal Government's contribution 
should be very modest, that the vast 
majority of support should come from 
the private sector. The point that was 
made by the gentleman from Illinois, 
and I think it is good, and I agree with 
him also, that there is historically 
some maldistribution, and in last 
year's authorizing bill, the gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS] and the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. COLE
MAN] tried to redress that problem by 
giving larger amounts to the States, 
and in turn, getting responsibility back 
into the local communities. 

There are more than artists that are 
funded. There are ensembles that go to 
schools, that work with schoolchildren. 
That has happened in the 16th District. 

A lot of very worthwhile projects are 
stimulated by small amounts of Fed
eral money. This results in a large 
amount of local support, not only 
money but voluntarism. Most of the 
communities in America have large or
ganizations of volunteers that support 
the symphonies, the ballets, and many 
other activities that add to the quality 
of life in the United States. Much of it 
is triggered by the NEA's modest fund
ing. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to compliment the gentleman for 
his statement. I think we ought to re
member the history here. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman is expired. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I will be 
yielding 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. COLEMAN]; perhaps 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
COLEMAN] will yield 10 seconds to the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
DICKS] so he may finish his statement. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Washington. 

D 1520 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I just 

would say that I rise in strong support 
of the Endowment. The Endowment 
has triggered vast amounts of private 
donations to the arts all over this 
country. 

I think the Crane amendment would 
be a tragic mistake, and I would urge 
my colleagues to vote against it. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. COLEMAN]. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
Crane amendment. We have gone 
through this before. Last year, when 
the NEA was under severe attack, 
there was a similar amendment and the 
House rejected it out of hand, but I 
think it is important to look back and 
see what reforms we did place on this 
Endowment. 

Last fall, Congress approved the 
Arts, Humanities and Museum Amend
ments of 1990, which reauthorized the 
National Endowment for the Arts for 3 
years. As ranking Republican on the 
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Edu
cation-the subcommittee with author
izing jurisdiction over this agency-! 
was deeply involved in the develop
ment and passage of this legislation. 

Our aim in enacting this legislation 
was to bring greater accountability to 
the way that the Endowment func
tions, to broaden the availability of the 
arts in all parts of the country, and to 
ensure that the Endowment would be 
fully accountable to the American tax
payer. 

The 3-year reauthorization was 
adopted in the House on a vote of 349-
76. The bill included several significant 
changes to the Endowment's authoriz
ing statute. Principal among them are 
provisions which: 

Modify the Endowment's 
grantmaking procedures; 

Increase the amount of Endowment 
funds that are allocated directly to 
State arts agencies and create a new 
program for States to assist arts orga
nizations in rural, inner-city, and other 
communities that are underserved ar
tistically; and 

Earmark 50 percent of appropriated 
funds in excess of $175 million to the 
Endowment's arts education activities. 

I am most satisfied by the progress 
that the NEA and its Chairman, John 
Frohnmayer, have made in implement
ing this new legislation. In the last 9 
months, the Endowment has taken se
riously the Congress' mandate that its 
grantmaking process be reformed. This 
is evidenced by the Endowment's im
plementation of: 

New conflict of interest standards; 
Limits on the number of times any 

one person can serve on an NEA panel; 
Naming a lay person to every NEA 

panel; and 
Greater diversity on grant advisory 

panels. This has been accomplished 
through: First, balanced geographic 
representation from each geographic 
region of the country. 

Second, increased ethnic and minor
ity representation. As of May 1, 1991, 
NEA reported that for fiscal year 1991 
it projected that total minority rep
resentation on its advisory panels 
would be over 33 percent. 

Third, inclusion of diverse points of 
view. The NEA appears to be casting a 
broad net to allow for greater diversity 
in points of view on its advisory panels. 
I, along with all other Members of Con
gress, received a letter from the NEA 
in January of this year soliciting 
names of potential panelists. The En
dowment also published a similar solic
itation in the Federal Register in 
March. 

It should be noted that in 1990, 780 
panelists served on Endowment panels; 
under the new legislation, approxi-

mately 1,200 panelists will serve in fis
cal year 1991, an increase of 54 percent. 
In fiscal year 1990, there were 116 panel 
meetings; 143 such meetings are pro
jected for 1991. I believe that the use of 
more panelists and panel meetings will 
have the effect of enhancing and broad
ening the work of the Endowment, in
cluding: 

Standard procedures for all panel re
views; 

Increased use of site visits to review 
the work of applicant organizations; 

Requiring all applicants to submit 
detailed project descriptions; 

Use of interim reports for all sea
sonal support grants; and 

Withholding one-third of the grant 
award until the submission and ap
proval of the interim report. 

H.R. 2686 recognizes the burden of 
these increased administrative require
ments by appropriating a modest in
crease over the fiscal year 1991 level for 
NEA's administrative budget. 

Consistent with the legislation, the 
Endowment has acted quickly to place 
a greater emphasis on their arts edu
cation programming. H.R. 2686 supports 
the objective by increasing the amount 
of money spent on arts education by 
appropriating $7.6 million for this pro
gram, a $1.6 million increase for the 
Endowment's Arts in Education Pro
gram in fiscal year 1992. 

Also, as mandated by the legislation, 
the Endowment developed a new State 
Arts Agency Program, Grants to Un
derserved Areas, to provide support to 
rural , inner-city, and other under
served areas to enable greater access to 
the arts. I am pleased that H.R. 2686 
makes over $6.2 million available for 
this important program in fiscal year 
1992. 

I congratulate my colleagues, Chair
man YATES and the ranking member, 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], 
for the fine work they have done on 
this bill. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Mon
tana [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, this issue was consid
ered last year and the House turned it 
down then by a vote of 361 against and 
only 64 in favor. I urge my colleagues 
to do so again, remembering that the 
National Endowment for the Arts has 
contributed greatly to the creative ge
nius of Americans. Let us continue 
that contribution. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for his excellent statement. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the annual at
tempt by Members who do not agree 
with the purposes of the NEA to kill 
the NEA. Last year it was the gen
tleman from California [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER]. This year it is the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CRANE]. 
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Last year the House overwhelmingly 
rejected the effort of the gentleman 
from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER] and 
I trust that the House this year will 
overwhelmingly reject the effort by the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CRANE]. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to the Crane amendment to strike the 
bill's appropriations for the Na,ional Endow
ment for the Arts [NEA]. 

During the 1 01 st Congress protracted dis
cussion occurred over the reauthorization of 
funding for the NEA because of objections 
which were raised over certain projects par
tially funded by the NEA. I shared the con
cerns expressed by many of my constituents 
who did not want tax dollars used for offensive 
projects and I voted for language to make the 
NEA more representative and accountable to 
the taxpayer for their grant selections. 

During the course of this debate I supported 
language to prohibit the NEA from funding 
child pornography, obscenity or material which 
is prohibited from being broadcast under the 
FCC definition of indecency. I also voted for 
language which makes it clear that the NEA 
may not fund obscene art, specifying that ob
scenity is without artistic merit and is not pro
tected speech. This language recognizes the 
concerns of many Americans who do not want 
their tax dollars used for offensive projects. 

Because the NEA also funds projects which 
greatly enhance the cultural activities of our 
Nation, I feel it is important to bring some of 
the projects funded by the NEA in my area to 
the attention of my colleagues. For example, 
to support writers' fees to bring eight writers to 
Chattanooga, the NEA awarded the University 
of Tennessee-Chattanooga a literature grant 
of $4,000. In collaboration with three local writ
ers groups-the artists and writers guild-and 
two local high schools-Notre Dame and Hix
son High School, the University will send writ
ers to read and lecture to a variety of audi
ences in the community. Over 500 people are 
expected to attend each part of the series. 

A list of some of the worthy projects follows: 
Without doubt, our Nation would be poorer 

without the vast array of music, dance, thea
ter, visual and media arts, literature, design, 
folk art, museum activities, research studies, 
and classes that have been nurtured by the 
NEA. Funding for the NEA will allow organiza
tions like the Chattanooga Symphony, the 
Chattanooga Ballet and the Hunter Museum of 
Art to continue their work. I urge my col
leagues to oppose the Crane amendment. 

ALLIED ARTS OF GREATER CHATTANOOGA; ARTS BUILD 
COMMUNITIES GRANTEES, FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 

Organization 

Arts & Education Council .... . 

Do ................................ . 

Association for Visual Artists 
Ballet Tennessee .........•...•••... 
Bessie Smith Hall •••• .••.....•.... 

Do ................................ . 
Chattanooga Downtown Alii· 

a nee. 
Chattanooga Public Schools . 
Chattanooga Symphony & 

Science. 
Ch alta nooga Symphony & 

Opera Assoc. 

Project 

Conference on Southern lit· 
erature. 

Tivoli Theatre for Young Au· 
diences. 

Artists in residency •......•....... 
Summer workshop ........•........ 
Citywide Gospel music work· 

shop. 
Blues artistry series ............. . 
Art Stravaganza ................... . 

Artists residency ................... . 
EnhancinR artistic vision ..... . 

Operas tell stories ................ . 

Number 
serwd 

1,500 

12,000 

12,000 
200 
500 

10,000 
10,000 

1,800 
1,500 

6,640 

AlUED ARTS OF GREATER CHATTANOOGA; ARTS BUILD 
COMMUNITIES GRANTEES, FISCAl YEAR 1990-91-
Continued 

Organization Project Number 
served 

Do ................................. Youth Orchestra .................... 7,000 
East Tennessee Foundation .. Wolftrap project ..................... 1,994 
Fellowship of Southern Writ· Fellowship of Southern writ· 1,500 

ers. ers. 
Girls Club of Chattanooga ...• Improvisational music ........... 1,000 
Hamilton County Nursing life enrichment thru the arts 800 

Home. 
Houston Museum of Oecora· Web of life ............................ 3,500 

live Arts. 
Hunter Museum of Art .......... Educational video .................. 60,000 
Jewish Community Center ..... Chatt-lsrael cultural connec· 750 

lion. 
little Theatre ......................... Guest artist program ............ 24,500 
Miller Plaza ........................... Cajun series ..... ..................... 7,500 
PACE, Inc ............................... Peforming arts festival ......... 4,000 
Senior Neighbors of Chat· Ripe & Ready Players ........... 4,000 

tanooga. 
Do ................................. Visual arts access ............ .... 700 

Shaking Ray levi Society ...... Emerging artists series ..... .... 1,475 
University of Tennessee at Cadek Conservatory fall cele- 250 

Chattanooga. bration. 
UTC ........................................ Dorothy Patten line arts se- 5,000 

ries. 
UTC .................. ...................... Meacham writers' workshop . 800 
UTC .................... .................... Theatre in the schools .......... 1,800 
Association Visual Artists ..... Artists in residence ............... 12,000 
Ballet Tennessee ........... ........ N.Y. ballet stars dance with 6,200 

Ballet TN. 
Bessie Smith Hall ................. Traditional blues mamas ...... 3,500 
Chattanooga African-Amer- The Africian-American image 2,500 

ican Museum. in America. 
Do ................................. New world Africans ............... 3,000 

Chattanooga Ballet ............... Children's Co. repertary sup· 1,240 
port. 

Chattanooga Gins Choir ....... Cantilena Singers .................. 2,000 
Chattanooga Symphony & Mozart celebration concert .... 1,200 

Opera Assoc. 
Do .........•.......•....•.......... Family concert ....................... 1,700 

Choral Arts Society ................ Pops concert .......................... 300 
Dance-Theatre Workshop ....... Performing arts seminar ....... 3,000 
Friends of the Festival .......... Expansion of entertainment 60,000 

for Bessie Smith Strut. 
Hamilton County Parks & Riverpark Memorial Day 25,000 

Recreation D. weekend concert. 
Hunter Museum of Art ......•... Civil War exhibit .................... 800 
The Little Theatre of Chat· Summer drama day camp .... 1,200 

tanooga. 
Mary Walker Historical & Dr. Martin Luther King and 15,000 

Educational Foundation. the Southern Christian 
Leadership Conference. 

Miller Plaza ........................... New projects ..................•••..•.. 10,000 
Shaking Ray levi .................. Womens works in modem 225 

dance. 
SE Center Education In Arts . Forum for improvinR arts 3,385 

education for students 
with disabilities. 

Senior Neighbors of Chat· Ripe & Ready Players ........... 3,000 
tanooga. 

WSMC-FM 905 ...................... Chattanooga Symphony 15,000 
broadcasts. 

WTCI-TV 45 ........................... Chattanooga and its music .. 600,000 

Total number served 952,969 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CRANE]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 66, noes 361, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ba.rton 
Bennett 
Bilirakis 
Boehner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Campbell (CA) 
Condit 

[Roll No. 192] 

AYE8-00 
Cox(CA) 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Fields 
Gekas 
Gingrich 
Hall (TX) 

Hancock 
Hansen 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Herger 
Holloway 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
James 
Johnson (TX) 

Kyl 
Laughlin 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Luken 
Ma.rlenee 
McCandless 
McEwen 
Miller(OH) 
Moorhead 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allard 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Ballenger 
Ba.rna.rd 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbrs.y 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Busta.ma.nte 
Byron 
Camp 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Ca.rr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Darden 
Davis 
de 1a. Garza. 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan(ND). 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dyma.lly 
Ea.rly 

June 25, 1991 
Nichols 
Pa.cka.rd 
Pa.rker 
Petri 
Qulllen 
Rohrs.ba.cher 
Roth 
Sa.rpa.U us 
Sensenbrenner 
Shuster 

NOEs-361 
Ecka.rt 
Edwa.rds (CA) 
Edwa.rds (OK) 
Edwa.rds (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta. 
Ford(MI) 
Ford(TN) 
Frank(MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gepha.rdt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Gra.dison 
Grandy 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Ha.rris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hopkins 
Hom 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubba.rd 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones(GA) 
Jones(NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 

Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Stea.rns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Vuca.novich 
Walker 

Kolter 
Kopetaki 
Koetma.yer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levin (Ml) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis(FL) 
Lewia(GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey(NY) 
Ma.chtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Ma.rtin 
Martinez 
Mavroules 
Mazzoll 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDennott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
MCUme 
Michel 
MUler(CA) 
MUler(WA) 
Mineta. 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molina.ri 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella. 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha. 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oaka.r 
Obersta.r 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens(NY) 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
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Peterson (MN) Scheuer Thomas(WY) 
Pickett Schiff Thornton 
Pickle Schroeder Torres 
Porter Schulze Torricelli 
Po shard Schumer Towns 
Price Serrano Tra!icant 
Pursell Sharp Traxler 
Raha.ll Shaw Unsoeld 
Ramsta.d Shays Upton 
Rangel Sikorski 
Ravenel Sisisky V&lentine 

Ray Skaggs Vander Jagt 

Reed Skeen Vento 

Regula. Skelton Visclosky 
Richardson Slattery Volkmer 
Ridge Slaughter (NY) W&lsh 
Riggs Smith(FL) Wa.shington 
Rinaldo Smith (IA) Waters 
Ritter Smith(NJ) Wa.xma.n 
Roberts Smith(OR) Weber 
Roe Snowe WeiBB 
Roemer Solarz Weldon 
Rogers Spence Whea.t 
Ros-Lehtinen Spra.tt Whitten 
Rose Staggers Williams 
Rostenkowski Stallings Wilson 
Roukema. Stark Wise 
Rowland Stokes Wolf Royba.l Studds Wolpe RuBBO Sundquist 
Sa.bo Swett Wyden 

Sanders Swift Wylie 

Sa.ngmeister Syna.r Yates 
Santo rum T&llon Yatron 
Sa.va.ge Tauzin Young(AK) 
Sa.wyer Ta.ylor (NC) Young(FL) 
Saxton Thoma.s (CA) Zeliff 
Schaefer Thoma.s (GA) Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-5 
Levine (CA) Orton Rhodes 
Matsui Owens(UT) 

0 1546 
Mess1's. ALEXANDER, DAVIS, 

CUNNINGHAM, and YOUNG of Alaska 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. HANSEN and Mr. HALL of Texas 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GLICKMAN 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GLICKMAN: Page 

90, strike lines 7 through 13. 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

raised this issue about 10 years ago in 
an amendment on the floor, and I lost, 
and at that time I was told that the 
Franklin D. Roosevelt Memorial would 
be built soon and there would be no 
reason for this Commission to keep in 
existence for a long period of time. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the 
amendment is to strike $33,000 in the 
bill for the Franklin D. Roosevelt Me
morial Commission. 

Now my colleagues might ask why I 
would take out this time to strike a, 
quote, mere $33,000. I raised this issue 
about 10 years ago on an amendment 
on the House floor. I recall it to this 
day because I lost on a voice vote, and, 
when it came to a rollcall vote, I think 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DANNEMEYER] called for it, and the ma
chines broke down, and we took an 
hour to vote on this thing, and some
body said, "The ghost of FDR was on 
your back, Mr. GLICKMAN." 

However, Mr. Speaker, I want to 
raise this again because in my judg-

ment this is an example of what hap
pens when we appoint these commis
sions and they last forever and ever. 

0 1550 
In the late 1950's Congress created a 

Franklin D. Roosevelt Commission to 
study and implement the creation of a 
memorial to this great man, a great 
leader, one of the greatest Presidents 
in history. That Commission has been 
in existence for nearly 37 years. We 
have spent nearly three-quarters of a 
million dollars on it. The fact is that 
the Commission was authorized in 1955 
to formulate a plan for the site and for 
construction of the FDR memorial. 
Here we are in 1991, 36 years later, ap
proximately $800,000 later, for a com
mission, and finally a memorial is 
being built. But for the past 36 years 
Congress has funded this Commission. 

Now, do we need a memorial to FDR? 
There is a memorial in this bill. There 
is $6 million authorized and appro
priated for FDR, so I am not talking 
about that particular issue. The ques
tion is that this advisory Commission 
pays a part-time employee who was ap
pointed by the chairmen, two of our 
colleagues from the other body, Sen
ators INoUYE and HATFIELD, whose job 
it is to keep the correspondence going 
between the chairmen and the design
ers of the memorial. The National Park 
Service and the staff of the chairmen's 
office, the two Senators I mentioned, 
could easily provide the administrative 
support for the logistics of this memo
rial. 

For the past 36 years Congress has 
funded close to $1 million for this advi
sory Commission. Again I say to my 
colleagues, that is an example of how 
these things run awry. It starts out 
very small. For the past 36 years the 
Congress has funded close to $1 million 
for an advisory Commission. This Com
mission has an office in House Annex 
No. 2, which is almost always locked. I 
have checked it myself. The door is 
rarely open. It basically serves as a 
storage place for the records of the me
morial. That is quite a lot of money for 
rental space. It may not sound like a 
great deal of money here in Washing
ton, but back in Kansas that $33,000 in 
this appropriation, plus the hundreds 
of thousands we have appropriated be
fore, strikes me as an awful lot of 
money. 

My point is that here is an example 
for a little bit of money that gets into 
an appropriation bill that just keeps on 
going forever and ever and ever, and 
nobody ever stops it. Again, this is not 
to cut the funds for the memorial. It is 
going to be built. My point is that the 
Park Service can do it. We do not need 
an advisory commission to do it any 
longer. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the reason for 
my offering the amendment to strike 
the $33,000. 

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise as one of the 
House members of the Franklin Roo
sevelt Memorial Commission, and first 
I should like to correct the gentleman 
from Kansas. This is not an advisory 
commission. It is a commission which 
has the responsibility for seeing that 
the memorial is built and completed. It 
is only because of the work of the Com
mission that that memorial is now 
about to go into construction. 

I went with the late distinguished 
chairman of the Commission, Claude 
Pepper, to OMB in late 1988, and it was 
only because of our pleas that Presi
dent Reagan included the first con
struction money for the monument in 
the budget request that he sent to Con
gress in January 1989 for fiscal year 
1990. The Subcommittee on the Interior 
of the Appropriations Committee ap
proved the funding and continues to 
approve the funding for the memorial, 
and that is occurring under the super
vision of this Commission. 

In addition, because there was a re
cent action on the part of the National 
Arts Commission which in essence re
quired some scaling back of the design 
for the Commission quite recently, the 
Commission has to approve new work
ing drawings. In addition to that, there 
is the question of final approval of the 
statuary which will go in the memo
rial, and, in addition to that, the Com
mission still has to select the 
quotations which will go on the wall of 
the memorial. In addition to that, the 
Commission is seeking nongovernment 
funds for the groundbreaking cere
mony, which will take place on Sep
tember 16. 

Those of us who are on the Commis
sion, as the gentleman has pointed out, 
do have a part-time employee helping 
us with this. We procure stationery so 
we can send communications. Some
times we convene meetings, and we pay 
those members of the Commission who 
are not in Washington travel expenses 
to attend Commission meetings. In 
short, for a very small amount of 
money, a total of $33,000, the Commis
sion is performing its duty to see 
through the final details of the design 
of the memorial and to supervise its 
construction. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of New York. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
heard the same story 10 years ago, and 
I guess my point is that it has been 36 
years times the amount paid out every 
year. Is my colleague telling me that 
this Commission will end this year? 

Mr. GREEN of New York. I will not 
tell the gentleman that it will end this 
year, but my hope is that the memorial 
will be completed in a few years and 
the Commission can then go out of 
business. 

At the time the gentleman first initi
ated his effort to disband the Commis-
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sion, there was in fact a project that and I yield to the gentleman from New 
was dead in the water and the gen- York [Mr. FISH]. 
tleman at that time was certainly Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
within his rights to suggest that per- gentleman for yielding. 
haps we ought to give up on having a Mr. Chairman, I would simply like to 
Franklin Roosevelt Memorial and to say that I wish to add my support to 
have disbanded the Commission. But everything that my colleague, the gen
since then we have moved through the tleman from New York [Mr. GREEN] has 
authorization of the appropriation of said. To the gentleman from Kansas I 
funding for the construction, we have would say that I think I have done my 
moved through the Presidential re- penance in serving for two-thirds of the 
quest for funding for construction at number of years the Commission has 
the urging of the Commission, and we been in existence. I would also say that 
are now about to start construction perhaps his criticism may have been 
and putting the final details on the very valid 10 years ago, or maybe even 
plans. So, since the gentleman initially more recently than that. 
questioned the Commission's funding, 
it seems to me the Commission has D 1600 
sprung to life. Whether it is because of But we now have a groundbreaking 
his prodding or otherwise, I do not scheduled. We have gone well into com-
know. pleting our role in this capacity. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I appreciate the One of the things we have yet to ap-
honor. prove are the actual quotations from 

Mr. GREEN of New York. But we are President Roosevelt that appear as 
now in a very active phase of our life. part of the memorial. We look forward 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, will to this movement in September. I can-
my colleague yield further? not tell you whether we will be out of 

Mr. GREEN of New York. I yield to business in a year or two, but we do 
the gentleman from Kansas. 1 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, does want to see this matter competed. But 
my colleague believe that without the we are well along, and I think it would 
Commission this memorial can still be be the worst of all choices, to stop now. 
built, that the Park Service can con- Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
tinue to supervise and build this me- Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
morial? 

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Chair- from Kansas. 
man, at present this Commission is Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
charged with completing the final de- not going to call for a rollcall vote on 
tails of the statues, the plans, and the this, because the vote will probably 
quotations that are to come within the cost more than the amount I am trying 
memorial. If the gentleman wants to to cut out. But I would say this: This is 
offer new authorizing legislation to another example of how things get into 
give that responsibility to the National the law and just stay forever, and, if 
Park Service, I suppose that would be nothing else, that what I have tried to 
another way to proceed. But that is not show, and I know a lot of Members on 
the legislation that authorizes the ap- both sides of the aisle have tried to 
propriation for the construction at the show, is that some things are useful, 
present time, and the Commission is and some things are not. But this was 
simply proceeding on a very modest a kind of thing that just perpetuated 
scale, $33,000 per year, to do what it is itself, took on a life of its own, and I 
charged with doing under the authoriz- just hope we can avoid these kinds of 
ing legislation. I hope, after all this examples in the future. 
time, now that the memorial is about Mr. Chairman, I will not ask for a 
to go into construction and the funds rollcall vote. 
are there, thanks to the leadership of . Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, reclaim
the gentleman from illinois [Mr. ing my time, I would hope the gen
YATES], the chairman of the Sub- tleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN] 
committee on the Interior of the Ap- would withdraw his amendment. I can 
propriations Committee, that the gen- agree with the gentleman, that for 
tleman from Kansas would not insist many years the Commission was in ex
on throwing a monkey wrench into the istence and nothing was done. Now 
works and grinding this whole effort to something is actually being done. 
a halt by abolishing this Commission. There is work, not only for the Park 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, will the Service, but there is work for the Com-
gentleman yield? mission as well. The Commission has 

Mr. GREEN of New York. I yield to the task of supervising the selection of 
the gentleman from New York. the sculptors, for example, and the 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I would like sculptures that are a part of the memo
to add my support to everything that rial. It has the task of doing a number 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. of things as construction proceeds. 
GREEN] has said. Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen-

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the tleman from Georgia [Mr. RAY], who is 
gentleman from New York [Mr. GREEN] a member of the Commission, and the 
has expired. gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH], 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move to who is also a member of the Commis-
strike the requisite number of words, sion, and the gentleman from New 

York [Mr. GREEN], who is the secretary 
of the Commission. This is really a me
morial not only to FDR, but to Claude 
Pepper as well, because it was his ini
tiative and his aggressiveness that fi
nally began to take hold and made this 
memorial possible. 

Mr. RAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. RAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op
position to the amendment by the gen
tleman from Kansas. After 50 years of 
stalemate, the FDR Memorial is begin
ning to move. Now is not the time to 
eliminate funding for the Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commis
sion. 

The Commission has a great deal of 
important work to do over the next 
year. The distinguished chairman of 
the subcommittee, Mr. YATES, has been 
a careful steward of the taxpayer's 
money with regard to the Memorial 
Commission. The Commission has not 
received an increase in several years. 
The modest increase of $5,000 brings 
total spending for the Commission to 
$33,000. In my opinion, the Commission 
is a bargain at that price. 

FDR died on April12, 1945, at the Lit
tle White House in Warm Springs, GA. 
Since that time, Congress has agonized 
and delayed over the type of memorial 
that would pay proper tribute to this 
outstanding American. In this regard 
the Commission has done considerable 
work over the years. The Commission 
has organized the groundbreaking cere
mony for the memorial, architectural 
plans appear to be completed, and con
struction work will soon begin. 

The Commission has served to bring 
the skills and creative efforts of var
ious individuals together to construct 
a monument which will be a fitting 
tribute to this great American. I will 
remind my colleagues that in all of 
Washington, DC, there is only one, 
small 4 foot by 8 foot marble marker on 
Pennsylvania Avenue which commemo
rates or gives any indication that this 
great American, with the stature of 
men such as Washington, Jefferson, or 
Lincoln, even existed. 

Mr. Chairman, for almost 50 years 
Claude Pepper sat on this Commission 
and was its chairman until his death 
on May 30, 1989. As you may recall, 
Claude Pepper was the driving force be
hind the Commission. In continuation 
of his work, the Commission has plans 
to solicit private contributions to off
set the cost once construction begins. 
However, operating money is necessary 
for fundraising to continue. Congress
man GLICKMAN's amendment would 
prevent the important work of the 
Commission from proceeding, and fur
ther delay the project. 

Despite my high regard for my good 
friend from Kansas, I must recommend 
that my colleagues vote down this 
amendment. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from illinois [Mr. YATES] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. YATES 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from illinois for yield
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just point out 
tliat I want to express appreciation for 
the amendment at least having been 
introduced, for helping us understand 
that sometimes in the Government the 
right hand does not know what the left 
hand is doing. 

I have no objection to this monu
ment. Obviously the late President was 
one of the formative Chief Executives 
in the history of this Nation and ought 
to be recognized appropriately. 

Mr. Chairman, 2 years ago I had the 
opportunity for the first time to visit 
the Hyde Park National Area, which is 
administered by the National Park 
Service. I have to point out to the 
chairman and the ranking member 
that it was in terrible disarray. 

As I met with the national park offi
cials, they had gone on as to how for 
several years the requested allotment 
through the Park Service had been cut 
back, and the serious problems that 
they were facing. 

Mr. Chairman, I just throw this out 
in a construct! ve effort to say as we go 
forward for a national memorial of na
tional significance, we ought not at the 
same time inadvertently overlook an 
existing asset of our National Park 
Service System. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, reclaim
ing my time, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. HENRY] is correct. We 
will attempt to take care of that. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. WALKER) 
there wer~ayes 10, noes 27. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. SHARP. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. Speaker, this committee, under 

the leadership of the gentleman from 
illinois [Mr. YATES] and the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], deserves a 
great deal of credit for having over the 
years guaranteed that our country has 
stored crude oil in salt domes in Lou
isiana and Texas called the strategic 
petroleum reserve. 

That policy this past year was put to 
the test and has proved how extremely 
important it is to our economy and to 
our foreign policy. 

Last August, when the President of 
the United States, in conjunction with 
our European allies, decided to use oil 
as a weapon against Saddam Hussein, 

really only had the flexibility to do 
that because he knew he had a reserve 
and backup and that we could afford to 
take the risk of shutting off 4 million 
barrels of production from the world 
market. 

In January, when the President of 
the United States decided it was time 
to march against Saddam Hussein, one 
of his first acts was to open up the 
strategic petroleum reserve and sell 13 
million barrels of oil. Overnight that 
brought down a dramatic spike in the 
price of world oil. It had shot up to $40 
a barrel in a matter of a few hours, but 
when the smoke cleared in the morn
ing, when the news spread that the 
United States, Germany, and Japan 
were ready to sell out their reserves, 
we saw that price come right back 
down to the level it was before the war 
began. 

Mr. Chairman, this saved our econ
omy and consumers untold millions, if 
not billions, of dollars. 

This year the committee, as so often 
has been the struggle, is faced with the 
proposition that no longer are we able 
to borrow from somewhere or rob Peter 
to pay Paul. Basically the administra
tion and the committee have had to 
come to the conclusion that we cannot 
move aggressively ahead in adding to 
the strategic petroleum reserve for 
tough financi~l reasons. It does not 
make any sense for us to borrow from 
our grandchildren to pay for this, and 
it does not make any sense to take it 
from other critical priorities. 

Mr. Chairman, it also makes no sense 
for us to stop building the strategic pe
troleum reserve. There are two things 
we need to understand very clearly. 
One is, on a bipartisan basis, the Presi
dent signed into law last year a com
mitment we would take this reserve to 
1 billion barrels, because we recognize 
we will need a larger reserve in the fu
ture. 

That goes to the second reason as to 
why we did this and why we must con
tinue to fill it, and that is that our im
ports of foreign oil are going to grow, 
not diminish. 
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and many in this House and the Presi
dent are going to work to try to send 
the increase in the flow of oil imports 
into this country, the hard realities are 
that unless we have a severe recession, 
we are scheduled to go from 8 million 
barrels a day imports to 10 or to 12 
within the next 15 years. We are on the 
way up to more dependency. We are 
going to be in need to respond to other 
crises, and so we must continue to 
build the reserve. 

We hope to give Members an oppor
tunity to vote on a proposal later in 
the session on energy legislation in 
which we will require the oil companies 
to store a small percentage of their oil 
in the Government reserve. This is 
akin to policies adopted in Europe. 

My colleagues and I, as consumers, if 
the prices are passed through in terms 
of product cost, would come off with no 
more and probably less than a half a 
cent per gallon of gasoline or a half a 
cent on home heating oil. That is more 
than worth paying. It is lost in the 
fluctuations of price every day or every 
week in the normal marketplace. But 
it can build this reserve. 

If we are in error, if this is not a wise 
course to go, it is no big loss. Indeed, it 
is the opposite of almost every other 
Government program we engage in be
cause Mother Nature created the salt 
domes. Mother Nature created the oil, 
and it will outlive all of us and our 
children and our grandchildren. And so 
when and if the Congress decides it is 
not smart policy, it can sell that oil 
and get a good price for it and retrieve 
money for the Treasury. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHARP. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. What does the gen
tleman think of the policy of having 
the producers of the oil put the oil in 
the storage but retain ownership and, 
in effect, we lease the access to it? 

Mr. SHARP. There are two variations 
as a part of that. What we plan to do in 
our legislation is first give the admin
istration the chance to hopefully make 
work the leasing option that the gen
tleman is addressing. We hope to have 
this as a backup option which, if in 2 
years we are not able to make leasing 
work and we will help make it work to 
the extent the administration can do 
it, that is a cheaper way to go than the 
current system, is that we will simply 
require that they will retain ownership 
under our proposal. And they will reap 
the benefit of it if it is ever sold, but 
we will maintain the control in the 
U.S. Government. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SHARP 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. SHARP. It is not a matter of 
whether it is the marketplace that con
trols or not in a crisis. It will be a mat
ter of whether Saudi Arabia or a collec
tion of other foreign producing govern
ments controls what happens in that 
marketplace, and our destiny depends 
on our Government's ability to have an 
influence. And this is the main and 
really the only way to do it. 

Mr. REGULA. I think the gentleman 
can make a great case for an orderly 
development of the OCS. 

Mr. SHARP. There are many options 
and actions, and we are going to have 
plenty of opportunity to vote on a lot 
of them. But the reserve is the one that 
we ought to all be able to get into the 
same tent and march forth with. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHARP. I yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 
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Mr. TAUZIN. Just to emphasize the 

gentleman's point to the House, there 
were all the economic experts and oil 
experts who predicted that oil would go 
to $65 a barrel the moment the war 
started in the Persian Gulf. The Presi
dent had the good judgment to an
nounce a million-barrel release per day 
of the SPR and that not only stopped 
the price from going to $65 as pre
dicted, but the price of oil actually fell 
and kept this economy whole. That is 
how critical the SPR is and how criti
cal the bill we are proposing is going to 
be. 

Mr. SHARP. I thank the gentleman. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. STEARNS: On 

page 87, line 1, strike "$147,700,000" and in
sert $140,300,000. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all time on 
this amendment and any amendments 
thereto close in 20 minutes, 10 minutes 
to be controlled by the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. S'rEARNS] and 10 minutes 
by myself. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, that is 
acceptable. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 

from Florida [Mr. STEARNS] is recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, in our previous vote, 
the vote of the gentleman from Illinois 
to do away with the funding for the 
NEA, there were 66 individuals that 
voted to do away with the NEA fund
ing. I think a lot of Members felt that 
was strong. I think a lot of Members 
wanted to cut back and reduce the 
funding. 

My amendment is basically reducing 
the funding by 5 percent, a mere 5 per
cent, turns out to be a little over $7 
million. 

I think some of the projects and pro
ductions in the arts that were funded 
recently last year has made a lot of 
Members uneasy, particularly the one 
that was titled "By Poison." I do not 
have to go into the details of this par
ticular funding, but I think a lot of 
Members think that the deficit that 
continues has to be stopped and a mod
est reduction in NEA funding is called 
for. 

So I think a lot of Members would 
like to have the opportunity to vote by 
electronic means on this to reduce it 
by 5 percent, and so I have this amend
ment at the desk and I would ask all 
my colleagues to consider this modest 
reduction. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEARNS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

• ·- 1-- - - - ,.... J • - • 

Mr. CRANE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me. While I wish the 
percentage figures he had employed 
had been in the magnitude of 10, 20, 50, 
100, on the other hand I think espe
cially when we are staring at a $350 bil
lion deficit, a record in the history of 
this country, that this modest attempt 
at making some economies is totally in 
order. 

I wholeheartedly support the gen
tleman, and I urge my colleagues to do 
likewise. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. LANCASTER]. 

Mr. LANCASTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Illinois for 
yielding time to me since I intend to 
speak on behalf of the amendment. I 
had filed an amendment similar to 
this, but it would have been on the 
order of 10 percent and would have fo
cused the reductions on those programs 
where there continue to be grants ap
proved for arts programs which cannot 
be supported under the standards 
adopted by this body in last year's re
authorization. I have elected not to 
offer my amendment in deference to 
my friend and colleague, the chairman 
of this subcommittee. 

However, I do speak in support of 
this reduction and will vote for it. As a 
long time supporter of the arts and a 
former chairman of the North Carolina 
Arts Council, I have gone on the line 
time and time again on behalf of the 
National Endowment only to have 
them come back and dash the hopes 
that I have had that they would be
come a responsible and sensitive orga
nization that would respond to the po
litical realities of arts funding by tax
payers dollars. 

They have continued to disappoint 
me in that regard and have in fact dis
appointed many others who voted with 
those who last year worked on a reau
thorization which attempted to place 
some restrictions on the funding of 
programs by the National Endowment, 
which would be in accordance with the 
wishes of the American people and with 
responsible Members of this body. 

They have continued to disregard 
those standards which I believe the 
American people support and which 
were a part of the reauthorization last 
year. 

I believe that a 5-percent reduction is 
in fact appropriate to send the message 
to the National Endowment that it will 
not be business as usual, that arts 
funding is not an entitlement, that any 
artist who applies for a grant is not en
titled to it without regard to their pre
vious history and without regard to the 
manner in which they have used pre
vious grants. I would hope that with a 
reduction of this type, the National 
Endowment will reexamine their poli
cies and will become the responsible 

agency that it should be. Only then 
will it enjoy the full support of the 
American people and this body. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES], the distinguished chair
man of the subcommittee. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sorry I find myself on opposite sides of 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
North Carolina, MARTIN LANCASTER. I 
believe NEA is a responsible organiza
tion. 

I think the gentleman, of all people 
in the House, knows how responsible 
NEA is because he was chairman of the 
State's Art Council before he was elect
ed to this body. But he is overlooking 
the fact that NEA does not only make 
grants for visual arts, NEA does not 
only make grants for exhibitions, and 
it seems that those are the only two 
fields of applications that the gen
tleman is concerned with. 

NEA makes grants for music. NEA 
makes grants for symphonies. 
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music. The NEA makes grants for 
dance. NEA makes grants for operas. 
NEA makes grants for theater. NEA 
makes grants for folk music and for 
the folk arts. No complaints have been 
filed with respect to any of those fields. 

Because of two or three or four exhi
bitions, and usually cited are the 
Serrano exhibition and the Mapple
thorpe exhibition, there are still com
plaints even though they were on ex
hibit 2 years ago. Those are still being 
used as examples. 

NEA is far above that. The authoriz
ing committee established standards 
last year, standards for judgment, and 
the NEA is adhering to the standards of 
the authorizing committee. It is a re
sponsible organization. It deserves our 
support, and I trust this amendment 
will be rejected. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment cuts 
the funding for the National Endow
ment for the Arts by 4.1 percent. 

We have already had one amendment 
to zero fund the National Endowment 
for the Arts, and now we have an 
amendment to nick a teeny piece out 
of it. I would hope that this amend
ment is rejected. 

This amendment is an attempt some
how, and the previous amendment was 
to cut the throat of the National En
dowment, and this one is to just slap 
them on the wrist. For what purpose? 

We have been through this in a very 
contentious process, been through re
authorization. We adopted a number of 
reforms which I think most of us be
lieve in and which passed overwhelm-
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ingly in this House, resolved problems 
that had existed in some of the grants 
that were made that were not appro
priate. 

This particular amendment is an 
amendment that is simply designed in 
some way to send a message, but the 
message is an unnecessary message. It 
was already sent with the authoriza
tion process, and it is a message that 
will not get at anything other than 
grants to school groups, grants to 
major cultural institutions. It will 
wind up hurting the very programs in 
the NEA that all of us have supported, 
or the vast majority of us, indicated by 
the last · vote, have supported in the 
past. 

I would urge the rejection of this 
amendment. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support of the Interior appropriations 
bill, and urge my colleagues to reject any 
amendments which would reduce or restrict 
funding for the National Endowment for the 
Arts. 

Future historians will no doubt mark the bit
ter irony that forces who would undermine 
freedom of the arts in this country, encourage 
the Europeans to lift the heavy shackles of 
government intrusion and censorship. 

The best interests of the American public 
are served by an endowment that is free to 
select projects strictly on the basis of artistic 
merit. For 2 years, the endowment and the 
arts community were buffeted by attacks from 
all directions. Now, with many States con
templating draconian cuts in arts funding, it is 
critically important for us to stand up and be 
counted in support of the NEA. We tore the 
NEA apart last year; let's allow it to move on 
this year. 

Across the country, State arts programs are 
sustaining heavy blows. Projected cuts include 
98 percent for Michigan, 72 percent for Mas
sachusetts, 63 percent for Virginia, 56 percent 
for New York, 49 percent for Tennessee, and 
16 percent for Louisiana. The fine work that 
the NEA has done for 25 years in nurturing 
the small dance companies, the symphony or
chestras, the artists spaces, all across Amer
ica, has been placed in jeopardy. Some of you 
may have seen the grim article in the New 
York Times last week entitled, "Brooklyn Insti
tutions Say Cuts Will Kill." 

I'd like to cite some concrete examples of 
the value of the endowmenfs work. These ex
amples were discussed in the context of an 
oversight hearing held last week by the Sub
committee on Government Activities and 
Transportation, of which I am the Chair. 

Although the NEA was given a new edu
cation mandate as part of last year's reauthor
ization, the endowment has for years con
ducted terrific, cost-effective education pro
grams. One example that leaps to mind is San 
Francisco Symphony's Adventures in Music. 
This program is offered free to fourth and fifth 
grade classes in every San Francisco public 
school. Each class receives specially prepared 
classroom lessons, three professional in
school multicultural performances, and a trip 
to a special performance in Symphony Hall. 

Another witness who testified before the 
subcommittee, Henry Taylor, winner of the 

1986 Pulitzer Prize for Poetry, delivered mov
ing testimony on the value of the Poetry-in
the-Schools Program. The education programs 
of the NEA, programs that bring the students 
to the art and bring the artists into the schools, 
have had many triumphs over the years. 

It is ironic that even as the NEA is being in
structed to set aside half of any increase in 
funding for education, theaters and museums 
are eliminating education programs in des
perate triage efforts. The Brooklyn Museum is 
one of many institutions that may be forced to 
scrap an exemplary education program as it 
struggles to keep its doors open. 

Many of you recognize that while the arts 
endowment's budget is modest-it comprises 
less than one-tenth of 1 percent of the total 
Federal budget-the funds that it distributes 
have a multiplier effect, generating matching 
support from corporations, institutions, and 
foundations. This effect is further multiplied as 
NEA-supported exhibits draw patrons who 
spend money in local hotels, restaurants, and 
shops. However, it appears that the constant 
attacks on the N EA have a reverse multiplier 
effect-they encourage State and local arts 
agencies to cut their support. 

I think it is fair to say that an amendment to 
cut funds to artists while we are in a recession 
will only worsen the economic problems facing 
our cities and towns. One of the foremost in
dustries in this country is tourism, and one of 
the foremost lures for tourists is our broad 
menu of cultural attractions; the N EA provides 
seed money that is matched over and over by 
private foundations, State agencies, individual 
benefactors, corporations, and the general 
public. Remove the foundation provided by the 
endowment and the entire structure is at risk. 

An amendment to cut funding for NEA fel
lowship would strike the NEA right at its core. 
If such an amendment were to succeed, it 
would mean that the NEA would not be able 
to provide grants to the next John Irving, the 
next Isaac Bashevis Singer, or the next Alice 
Walker, to cite some past recipients. And by 
the way, John Irving, author of "The World Ac
cording to Garp", repaid his NEA grant after 
he made it big. 

The NEA must be able to seek out and nur
ture fine artists. It seems to me that the price 
we pay to help these artists is infinitesimal 
compared to the wonderful cultural benefits we 
have reaped and will reap again. 

This amendment represents a reproach to 
the NEA, which has navigated a political mine
field in a good faith effort to implement a com
plex Jaw imposed only 7 months ago by Con
gress. Members should keep in mind that a 
grant application must survive tough competi
tion and searching scrutiny before it is ap
proved. A successful application must be ap
proved by a grant review panel, then by the 
national council, then by the chairman. The 
panels must be composed chiefly of persons 
with expertise in the applicable discipline. Pan
els are assembled with diversity as the guiding 
principle, and each panel must now include a 
layperson. I believe that this system more than 
adequately addresses the concerns raised by 
some Members. Mr. Frohnmayer has vetoed 
some projects that got unanimous support 
from the peer panels. Surely he is mindful of 
controversy. 

The NEA has probably given the taxpayer 
more for her dollar than any other Federal 

agency. I urge my colleagues to support the 
committee's bill with no changes. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, throughout last 
year's debate on the highly controversial issue 
of funding for the arts, my commitment to pre
serving the integrity of Federal support for the 
arts remained strong. My view has always 
been that responsible Federal funding deci
sions regarding the use of taxpayers money 
has led to many positive arts projects in our 
communities-and especially in southwest 
Florida. For that reason, my judgment has 
been to support the NEA in all its endeavors 
except those where projects clearly violated 
community standards of decency. 

But I must say that this commitment is being 
sorely tested. The people of southwest Florida 
remain troubled about the decisionmaking at 
the NEA that allows tax dollars to find their 
way into projects that are clearly offensive and 
oftentimes just plain outrageous. Although my 
constituents believe in the arts and generally 
favor some measure of Federal support, they 
are adamantly opposed to using our precious 
Federal resources to promote and encourage 
activity they consider to be obscene and dis
gusting. This is not a matter of censorship or 
freedom of expression--this is a matter of 
common sense and responsibility for manag
ing public funds in an appropriate manner. It 
is my sincere hope that the leadership at the 
NEA will take the necessary steps to restore 
their credibility with the public-and to restore 
the integrity of an agency that has long had 
the support of the American people. Other
wise, they will lose everyone's support. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 196, noes 228, 
·not voting 8, as follows: 

Allard 
Andrews (TX) 
Archer 
Anney 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bevill 
Bilira.kis 
Bltley 
Boehner 
Brewster 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Carper 
Cha.pma.n 
Clement 
Coble 
Combest 
Condit 

[Roll No. 193] 
AYES-196 

Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox(CA) 
Cramer 
Crane 
Da.nnemeyer 
Davis 
de la Garza. 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dorgan (ND) 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Fa well 
Fields 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Geka.s 
Geren 

Gilchrest 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Gra.dison 
Guarini 
Ha.ll(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Ha.stert 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Henry 
Herger 
Hoa.gla.nd 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horn 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
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Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Jenkins 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasich 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Laughlin 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Luken 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal (NC) 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
As pin 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bilbray 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cunningham 
Darden 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 

Nichols 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Porter 
Poshard 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Robrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Santo rum 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 

NOEs-228 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gepbardt 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hertel 
Hochbrueckner 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones(GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Lebman(CA) 
Lebman(FL) 

Skelton 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stallings 
Stearns 
Stenbolm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Traficant 
Upton 
Valentine 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Lent 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis(CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (WA) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Neal (MA) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Owens (NY) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Payne (NJ) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 
Price 
Raball 
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Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roe 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 

Bateman 
Gray 
Levine (CA) 

Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith(IA) 
Smith(OR) 
Solarz 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Synar 
Thornton 
Torres 

NOT VOTING-8 
Owens (UT) 
Rhodes 
Savage 

D 1643 

Torricelli 
Towns 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Zeliff 

Swift 
VanderJagt 

Mr. ZELIFF changed his vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Messrs. ERDREICH, ROWLAND, 
HEFNER, and N ATCHER changed their 
vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there other 

amendments to title II? 
If not, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE ill-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. The expenditure of any appropria

tion under this Act for any consulting serv
ice through procurement contract, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those 
contracts where such expenditures are a 
matter of public record and available for 
public inspectic;m, except where otherwise 
provided under existing law, or under exist
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist
ing law. 

SEc. 302. No part of any appropriation 
under this Act shall be available to the Sec
retary of the Interior or the Secretary of Ag
riculture for the leasing of oil and natural 
gas by noncompetitive bidding on publicly 
owned lands within the boundaries of the 
Shawnee National Forest, illinois: Provided, 
That nothing herein is intended to inhibit or 
otherwise affect the sale, lease, or right to 
access to minerals owned by private individ
uals. 

SEC. 303. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall be available for any 
activity or the publication or distribution of 
literature that in any way tends to promote 
public support or opposition to any legisla
tive proposal on which congressional action 
is not complete. 

SEc. 304. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un
less expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 305. None of the funds provided in this 
Act to any department or agency shall be ob
ligated or expended to provide a personal 
cook, chauffeur, or other personal servants 
to any officer or employee of such depart
mentor agency except as otherwise provided 
by law. 

SEc. 306. None of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be used to evaluate, consider, proc
ess, or award oil, gas, or geothermal leases 
on Federal lands in the Mount Baker
Snoqualmie National Forest, State of Wash
ington, within the hydrographic boundaries 

of the Cedar River municipal watershed up
stream of river mile 21.6, the Green River 
municipal watershed upstream of river mile 
61.0, the North Fork of the Tolt River pro
posed municipal watershed upstream of river 
mile 11.7, and the South Fork Tolt River mu
nicipal watershed upstream of river mile 8.4. 

SEC. 307. No assessments may be levied 
against any program, budget activity, sub
activity, or project funded by this Act unless 
such assessments and the basis therefor are 
presented to the Committees on Appropria
tions and are approved by such Committees. 

SEc. 308. Employment funded by this Act 
shall not be subject to any personnel ceiling 
or other personnel restriction for permanent 
or other than permanent employment except 
as provided by law. 

SEC. 309. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, in fiscal year 1992 and thereafter, 
the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, the Secretary of Energy, and 
the Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution 
are authorized to enter into contracts with 
State and local governmental entities, in
cluding local fire districts, for procurement 
of services in the presuppression, detection, 
and suppression of fires on any units within 
their jurisdiction. 

SEC. 310. None of the funds provided by this 
Act to the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service may be obligated or expended to plan 
for, conduct, or supervise deer hunting on 
the Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge. 

SEc. 311. None of the funds in this Act may 
be used to plan, prepare, or offer for sale tim
ber from trees classified as giant sequoia 
(sequoiadendron giganteum) which are lo
cated on National Forest System or Bureau 
of Land Management lands until an environ
mental assessment has been completed and 
the giant sequoia management implementa
tion plan is approved. In any event, timber 
harvest within the identified groves will be 
done only to enhance and perpetuate giant 
sequoia. There will be no harvesting of giant 
sequoia specimen trees. Removal of hazard, 
insect, disease and fire killed giant sequoia 
other than specimen trees is permitted. 

SEC. 312. Such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal year 1992 pay raises for programs 
funded by this Act shall be absorbed within 
the levels appropriated in this Act. 

SEc. 313. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law and Executive Order 12548 of Feb
ruary 14, 1986, the Secretaries of Agriculture 
and the Interior shall establish annual fees 
for domestic livestock grazing on the public 
rangelands formerly subject to the Public 
Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 (Public 
Law 95-514) for the grazing season which 
commences on March 1, 1992, at a level equal 
to $2.62 per animal unit month. 

SEc. 314. None of the funds made available 
by this or any other Act with respect to any 
fiscal year may be used by the Department 
of the Interior or the Forest Service, Depart
ment of Agriculture to make any reimburse
ments to any other Federal department for 
litigation costs associated with the Prince 
William Sound oilspill. 

SEc. 315. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be expended by the Forest Service 
or the Bureau of Land Management to in
crease fees charged for communication site 
use of lands administered by the Forest 
Service or Bureau of Land Management by 
more than 22 per centum per user in fiscal 
year 1992 over the levels in effect on January 
1, 1989. 

SEC. 316. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be used to ensure that hard
wood saw timber harvested from Federal 
lands east of the 100th meridian is marked in 
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such a manner as to make it readily identifi
able at all times before its manufacture. 

SEC. 317. No part of any appropriation 
under this Act shall be available to the Sec
retaries of the Interior and Agriculture for 
use for any sale made of unprocessed timber 
from Federal lands which will be exported 
from the United States, or which will be used 
as a substitute for timber from private lands 
which is exported by the purchaser: Provided, 
That the Secretaries of the Interior and Ag
riculture shall follow only the statutory pro
visions on substitution as directed by Public 
Law 101-382 when addressing substitution on 
lands under their jurisdiction west of the 
100th meridian in the contiguous United 
States: Provided further, That this limitation 
shall not apply to specific quantities of 
grades and species of timber which said Sec
retaries determine are surplus to domestic 
lumber and plywood manufacturing needs. 

SEC. 318. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, payments to States pursuant to 
16 U.S.C. 500 for national forests affected by 
decisions relating to the Northern Spotted 
Owl from fiscal year 1992 receipts shall not 
be less than 90 per centum of the average an
nual payments to States, based on receipts 
collected on those national forests during 
the five-year baseline period of fiscal years 
1986 through 1990: Provided, That in no event 
shall these payments exceed the total 
amount of receipts collected from the af
fected national forests during fiscal year 
1992. 

SEC. 319. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, the payment to be made by the 
United States Government pursuant to the 
provision of subsection (a) of title II of the 
Act of August 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 876), to the 
Oregon and California land-grant counties in 
the State of Oregon from fiscal year 1992 re
ceipts derived from the Orebvn and Califor
nia grant lands shall not be less than 90 per 
centum of the average annual payment made 
to those counties- of their share of the Or
egon and California land-grant receipts col
lected during the five-year baseline period of 
fiscal years 1986 through 1990: Provided, That 
in no event shall these payments exceed the 
total amount of receipts collected from the 
Oregon and California grant lands during fis
cal year 1992. 

Mr. YATES (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that title III be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
lllinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

points of order against title III? 
POINTS OF ORDER 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
make a point of order against section 
317 of the bill, H.R. 2686, on the grounds 
that section 317 constitutes legislation 
in an appropriations bill in violation of 
clause 2 of rule XXI of the Rules of the 
House. 

Mr. Chairman, section 317 would im
pose additional duties on the Secretar
ies of Agriculture and the Interior by 
requiring them to make new deter
minations not already required by law 
regarding the disposition of unproc
essed timbers sold from Federal lands, 
and the substitution of timber from 

private lands which is exported by the 
purchaser. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from lllinois care to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. YATES. I concede the point of 
order, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GoRDON). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained, and the section is stricken. 

Are there other points of order? 
Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I raise a 

point of order against section 313 on 
page 94. 

I cite clause 2 of rule XXI, prohibit
ing legislating on an appropriations 
bill as justification for my point of 
order, and I ask that this section be 
stricken from the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Illinois desire to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. YATES. I concede the point of 
order, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GoRDON). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained, and the section is stricken. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: On 

page , after line , insert the following: 
SEc. . None of the funds appropriated or 

made available in this Act shall be used to 
purchase or acquire items from a foreign 
country if the Secretary of Interior, after 
consultation with the United States Trade 
Representative, determines that a foreign 
country which is party to a reciprocal trade 
agreement has violated the terms of the 
agreement by discriminating against certain 
types of products produced in the United 
States that are covered by the agreement: 
Provided, That a reciprocal trade agreement 
is any agreement between the United States 
and a foreign country pursuant to which the 
Secretary of Interior has prospectively 
waived title m of the Act of March 3, 1933 (43 
Stat. 1520; 41 u.s.a. 10a-10c) as amended by 
the Buy American Act of 1988 (Public Law 
100-418; 102 Stat. 1545) : Provided further, That 
the Secretary of the Interior responsible for 
the procurement may waive this restriction 
on a case-by-case basis by certifying in writ
ing to the Committee on Appropriation of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate 
that adequate domestic supplies are not 
available to meet Department of Interior re
quirements on a timely basis of the cost of 
compliance would be unreasonable compared 
to the costs of purchase from a foreign man
ufacturer. 

Mr. TRAFICANT . (during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objections 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, this 

is language that has been agreed to by 
the minority and the chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no problem with this amendment. I 

think it is important that wherever 
possible in the expenditure of public 
funds that we buy America. 

I tried to get this amendment made 
in order at the Rules Committee and it 
was rejected, but I think it addresses a 
serious problem. I have always been 
upset with the fact that we spend a lot 
of money in the trust territories on 
contracts. Many times these contracts 
are let to firms other than American 
firms. It would seem to me that if it is 
American taxpayer dollars, it ought to 
be spent with American firms on Amer
ican products. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MORAN 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MoRAN: Page 

93, line 19, insert before the period the fol
lowing: "or on the Mason Neck Wildlife Ref
uge". 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order that the Moran amend
ment is not germane under clause 7 of 
rule XVI. Clause 7 of rule XVI states: 

No motion or proposition on a subject dif
ferent from that under consideration shall be 
admitted under color of amendment. 

Clearly, the Moran amendment is on 
a subject different from that under 
consideration under section 310 of the 
bill, and therefore should be ruled as 
nongermane. 

Mr. Chairman, I insist on my point of 
order. 

0 1650 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] desire to be 
heard on the point of order? 

Mr. MORAN. Yes, I do, Mr. Chair
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
perfecting amendment to section 310 
that would preclude open deer hunting 
on the Loxahatchee National Wildlife 
Refuge. My amendment would extend 
that to the Mason Neck Wildlife Refuge 
in the same manner and for the same 
reasons. 

Mason Neck Wildlife Refuge is in a 
very densely populated area where 
open deer hunting is inappropriate. The 
solution is the same as is applied to the 
Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge, 
which is to have professional marks
men cull the deer herd in a way that is 
safe and does not present an immediate 
threat to the 600 families who live on 
the border of this wildlife refuge, in
cluding over 600 children who attend an 
elementary school on its border. 

Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Chairman, let me 
just state this is an individual propo-
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sition amending an individual propo
sition, and under that it is not ger
mane. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GoRDON). The 
Chair will rule that the test of ger
maneness is the relationship of the 
amendment to title III as a whole and 
not necessarily just to section 310, be
cause the title is open at any point by 
unanimous consent. The amendment is 
germane to the title which includes an 
identical limitation on deer hunting in 
another area and other miscellaneous 
provisions relating to funding in the 
bill. The Chair is required to look be
yond the subject matter of section 310. 
Otherwise the point of order would be 
correct. 

The point of order is overruled. 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a further point of order. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SCHULZE] will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that it is not ger
mane under rule XXI, clause 2. 

The CHAffiMAN. Does the gentleman 
make a germaneness point or order? 

Mr. SCHULZE. No. Mr. Chairman, I 
make the point of order that it is legis
lating on an appropriation bill, clause 
2, rule XXI. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Virginia desire to be heard? 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, my re
sponse would be that this is a perfect
ing amendment to preclude open deer 
hunting on Mason Neck Wildlife Ref
uge in the same manner and for the 
same reasons as it is precluded on the 
Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge. 

There are two refuges for which open 
deer hunting is appropriately pre
cluded; Mason Neck is the other one. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SCHULZE] de
sire to be heard further? 

Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Chairman, if I 
may be heard, the Department of the 
Interior has determined that this is a 
proper way to limit the numerical 
growth of deer in this area, that it is 
safe. They have taken every precaution 
necessary, and therefore they are not 
similar. 

The CHAffiMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Indiana desire to be heard? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes. 
Mr. Chairman, I very rarely take 

issue with my good friend from Penn
sylvania, but the gentleman from Vir
ginia stopped me a while ago and went 
into this in some detail with me. If I 
might have the attention of my col
league from Pennsylvania, if I might 
have the gentleman's attention for a 
moment, I wish he would think about 
maybe reconsidering his point of order. 

As I understand it, children get off of 
school buses in this area, and there is a 
great deal of hunting that goes on. And 
if some precautions are not taken, 
there might inadvertently be some 

hunter who fires a gun and kills a 
child. 

Mr. SCHULZE. The Department of 
the Interior has looked this over exten
sively, they have their experts who 
have done this and feel that it is en
tirely safe and that no children will be 
threatened or will be in jeopardy. They 
have total control over this, and I in
sists on the point of order. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, may we 
have a ruling on the point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GoRDON). The 
Chair will rule that the amendment is 
in the form of a limitation on funds in 
the bill, and must await disposition of 
the motion to rise and report. Under 
rule XXI, clause 2, cited by the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania, the amend
ment is not in order at this time. 

Mr. MORAN. I thank the Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there other 

amendments to title III? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SYNAR 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SYNAR: At the 

end of the bill add the following new section: 
SEC. • GRAZING ON 11IE PUBLIC RANGELANDS. 

(a) FEE STRUCTURE.-(!) Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Secretary of 
Agriculture with respect to public domain 
lands (except for the National Grasslands) 
administered by the United States Forest 
Service where domestic livestock grazing is 
permitted under applicable law, and the Sec
retary of the Interior with respect to public 
lands administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management where domestic livestock graz
ing is permitted under applicable law, shall 
establish the following domestic livestock 
grazing fee structure for such grazing: 

(A) For fiscal year 1992, the grazing fee on 
suc.h lands shall not be less than $4.35 per 
animal unit month. 

(B) For fiscal year 1993, the grazing fee on 
such lands shall not be less than $5.80 per 
animal unit month. 

(C) For fiscal year 1994, the grazing fee on 
such lands shall not be .less than $7.25 per 
animal unit month. 

(D) For fiscal year 1995, and each fiscal 
year thereafter, the grazing fee on such lands 
shall not be less than $8.70 per animal unit 
month or fair market value, whichever is 
higher. 

(2)(A) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term "fair market value" is defined as fol
lows: 

Fair market value equals the appraised 
base value times forage value index divided 
by 100. 

(B) For the purposes of subparagraph (A)-
(1) the term "Forage Value Index" means 

the Forage Value, Index computed annually 
by the Economic Research Service, United 
States Department of Argiculture; and 

(11) the term "Appraised Base Value" 
means the 1983 Appraisal Value conclusions 
by animal class (expressed in dollars per 
head or pair month) for the pricing area con
cerned, as determined in the 1986 report pre
pared jointly by the Secretary of Agriculture 
and the Secretary of the Interior entitled 
"Grazing Fee Review and Evaluation", dated 
February 1986. 

(3) Executive Order No. 12548, dated Feb
ruary 14, 1986, shall not apply to grazing fees 
established pursuant to this Act. 

(b) GRAZING REFORMS.-(1) Section 309(d) of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1739(d)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sen
tence: "The grazing advisory boards estab
lished pursuant to Secretarial action, notice 
of which was published in the Federal Reg
ister on May 14, 1986 (51 Fed. Reg. 17874), are 
hereby abolished, and the advisory functions 
exercised by such boards shall, after the date 
of enactment of this sentence, be exercised 
only by the appropriate councils established 
under this section.". 

(2) Section 5(c) of the Public Rangelands 
Improvement Act of 1978 (43 U.S.C. 1904(c)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(c) Funds appropriated pursuant· to this 
section or any other provision of law related 
to disposition of the Federal share of re
ceipts from fees for grazing on public lands 
or National Forest lands in the 16 contiguous 
western States shall be used for the restora
tion and enhancement of fish and wildlife 
habitat, for restoration and improved man
agement of riparian areas, and for implemen
tation and enforcement of applicable land 
management plans, allotment management 
plans, and regulations regarding the use of 
such lands for domestic livestock grazing: 
Such funds shall be distributed as the Sec
retary concerned deems advisable after con
sultation and coordination with the advisory 
councils established pursuant to section 309 
of the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1739) and other inter
ested parties.". 

Mr. SYNAR (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that 30 minutes of 
the 1 hour allocated for debate on this 
amendment be allocated to the gen
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN]. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 

from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes, and the gen
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR]. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all let me tell 
my colleagues that we come today on 
what has become one of the most con
tentious issues that this body deals 
with on a regular basis, and it is my 
hope as a Member of Congress from the 
great State of Oklahoma that this is 
not engraved on my tombstone that 
this was my only contribution to this 
institution. 

What I would like to do is talk about 
what this debate in the next hour is 
not about. This is not a debate about 
whether or not we are going to have 
cattle-free grasslands throughout our 
Federal property. It is not about no 
moo in 1992, or any other kind of move
ment throughout this country. 
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This debate is not about vegetarians, 

not about animal rights advocates, it is 
not about eco-terrorists. It is not a de
bate about Members of Congress au
thorizing legislation who have no expe
rience in ranching and farming because 
Mr. DARDEN, Mr. ATKINS, and I are all 
former 4-H'ers. Mr. DARDEN and I are 
active ranchers and farmers presently 
in business. This is not about proce
dural jockeying or gamesmanship. 

This is about giving our colleagues, 
after so long a time, an opportunity to 
vote on the merits of whether or not 
we can continue one of the gross sub
sidies throughout this Nation's history. 

This debate is about recognizing that 
when Members of Congress, through 
their committees, recognize and ana
lyze a problem and then provide a solu
tion to that problem, that we as an in
stitution consider solving that prob
lem. 

This debate is about leadership; it is 
about accountability; and most of all it 
is about fairness. 

The facts are irrefutable. Only 2 per
cent of our Nation's cattle ranchers, 
26,000 out of 1.6 million, enjoy a grazing 
subsidy that no other rancher in this 
country enjoys. That is a fact. 

It is a fact that they are chewing 
their way through $150 million a year 
of taxpayers' money. That is a fact. 

It is a fact that they have chewed 
their way through $650 million of sub
sidies over the last 5 years because of 
Congress' failure to do something 
about this subsidy. 

And finally, it is an irrefutable fact 
that 60 to 70 percent of our rangelands 
in this country are in poor or unsatis
factory condition. 

When we debated this topic 1 year 
ago, there was a debate about whether 
or not the statistics that I was using, 
or those who were opponents of this 
issue, were correct. 

Since last year, I asked the General 
Accounting Office to review all the 
studies and all the major papers that 
had literally been written throughout 
this country for the last 10 years on 
this subject. 

And last week, in June, and also on 
May 16 when we revealed this GAO re
port, the GAO came to the same con
clusion that we did last year. 

I offered that GAO report for two rea
sons: First of all, in an attempt to 
show that those of us who believe in 
this cause were willing to go the extra 
mile to review the facts that were pre
sented on this floor and by the ranch
ers throughout the Western United 
States, to give them the benefit of the 
doubt in the last year to make their 
case. 

Ladies and gentlemen, they have not 
made their case; in fact, they have 
proven our case to be even more potent 
than ever. 

D 1700 

However, Mr. Chairman, what this 
report also says is that it is long over-

due to correct this imbalance, this un
fairness, that exists in the United 
States. As my colleagues know, as we 
sit here as Members of Congress, and 
even today as I visited with constitu
ents throughout my own district and 
throughout this country, I am re
minded of how many of them come for
ward each year and tell me, "Congress
man, the one thing I'd like to see about 
this Government is that it runs itself 
like a business." Well, my colleagues, 
in less than 1 hour we are going to have 
an opportunity to do exactly that, be
cause the Synar-Darden-Atkins amend
ment will ensure that we will begin to 
run the grazing program of this coun
try like a business. We are going to 
give these ranchers, who have literally 
lived off the receipts of our taxpayers, 
to the tune of almost a billion dollars, 
we are going to give them the oppor
tunity to enjoy the free market system 
which they so vigorously advocate. 

I look forward to this debate. Let us 
keep it on the facts, and I think, if we 
do, the country will be served. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SKEEN TO THE 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SYNAR 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SKEEN to the 

amendment offered by Mr. SYNAR: Page 3, 
after line 21, add the following new para
graph: 

(3) The Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of Agriculture, as appropriate, 
shall annually pay the holder of a permit or 
lease for domestic livestock grazing under 
applicable law for the following costs in
curred by the holder in operating under such 
lease or permit: improvements made to 
rangelands, losses incurred from vandalism 
and harassment, fencing, water improve
ments, damages caused by flood or drought, 
supplemental feeding, veterinary costs, pred
ator and noxious weed control, and herd 
care. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR] reserve his 
point of order? 

Mr. SYNAR. I do reserve my point of 
order, Mr. Chairman. Under the rule an 
amendment to the amendment is not in 
order.' 

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman 
insisting upon his point of order? 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I will re
serve my point of order until the gen
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] 
makes a statement. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
SYK.\R]. 

Mr. Chairman, the reason I intro
duced this amendment is to highlight 
and emphasize the wholehearted distor
tion that has been laid before us time 
and time again, that this grazing sys
tem constitutes a subsidy. Nothing 

could be further from the truth because 
to have one of these permits requires a 
tremendous investment, a tremendous 
production, a tremendous dedication in 
time, management, and skill and so 
forth, investment of one's own money 
in this system to be able to cooperate 
with the Federal Government in man
aging a huge amount of western lands, 
and the Government gets its money's 
worth because it gets day-in, day-out 
service. It gets management acumen 
that they do not have in the BLM or 
any other agency. They get an invest
ment from an individual who takes on 
as a partner the Federal Government 
and discharges all of the duties that 
must be done as an investor and a man
ager, and then pays the Government 
for the privilege as well. Now if that is 
a subsidy, I do not know the definition 
of subsidy. 

However, Mr. Chairman, the reason I 
ask for this amendment to be offered is 
to highlight the fact that these are all 
services that permitees pay for day in, 
day out, year in and year out. On pri
vate grazing leases the lessor pays for 
all of this. So, if we want this thing to 
be equitable, let us talk about putting 
it on the same basis or on a level play
ing field. It certainly is not, and the 
GAO report admits this as well. 

Mr. Chairman, I have read all three 
GAO reports, and I say this: It is a 
wonderful job in statistics, but it does 
not necessarily bear out the truth of 
the real operation of this matter. 

Mr. Chairman, I will ask unanimous 
consent that my amendment to the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR] be withdrawn. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Before the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
SKEEN] does that, Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SKEEN. I yieM. to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to associate myself 
with the remarks of the gentleman 
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] that are 
long overdue on this floor. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposition to 
the grazing amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Oklahoma. While I do not object 
to a debate on the merits of the current permit 
system, I am very much opposed to efforts to 
use the appropriations process to bypass the 
authorizing committee. 

We took that course last October because 
Mr. SYNAR argued that he could not get a 
hearing on the merits of his grazing-fee revi
sions in the Interior Committee. Let us not do 
this again today because the gentleman has 
received such a hearing but could not win a 
vote on such an amendment. 

One can debate whether the 31,000 ranch
ers in 16 Western States pay a reasonable fee 
for access to public lands. We should not 
argue about the fact that they are one of the 
few groups who have long paid what amounts 
to a user fee for this privilege. Furthermore, 
grazing fees have not stood still. In the last 4 
years, they have increased by 46 percent. 
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We will hear that the failure to adequately 

manage grazing has destroyed crucial habitat 
for endangered species throughout the West. 
Let us be sure that the ranching community is 
not held entirely responsible for these de
clines. In the high desert of southern Califor
nia, ranchers have maintained water guzzlers 
which have proved to be critical to the recov
ery of the bighorn sheep. The ranchers I know 
personify something which I have long said. 
Those who live and work in the desert are its 
best conservationists. 

In the Interior Committee process, all af
fected parties can work together to accomplish 
a compromise. That is not something which 
we can do today here on the floor. This 
amendment violates our process for legislat
ing. I urge my colleagues to see it in that light 
and oppose it as I do. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
LEWIS] for his support. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to withdraw my amendment to 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR]. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Mexico? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of

fered by the gentleman from New Mex
ico [Mr. SKEEN] to the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. SYNAR] is withdrawn. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR] withdraw 
his point of order? 

Mr. SYNAR. Yes, it is withdrawn, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAmMAN (Mr. GoRDON). The 
point of order of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma is withdrawn. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5th minutes to my good friend, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. DARDEN], a 
cosponsor of this amendment. 

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Chairman, to my 
friend from Oklahoma-the American 
people owe you a great debt of grati
tude for your taking the initiative on 
this critical economic and environ
mental issue-it takes a lot of courage 
to fight to end this wasteful subsidy for 
a few of your fellow westerners, and I 
am pleased to support you. As the son 
of a cattleman and dairy farmer, I be
lieve a vast majority of cattlemen will 
benefit when our amendment becomes 
law. 

Mr. Chairman and colleagues, this is 
not our first attempt to end the graz
ing subsidy. I have for the past several 
years, introduced legislation to in
crease grazing fees, and as many of you 
remember, last year, Mr. SYNAR and I 
were successful in offering a similar 
amendment to charge fair market 
value for grazing rights on Federal 
lands. The House spoke decisively on 
this issue, and I believe it is time to 
end this grazing giveaway once and for 
all. The taxpayers continue to lose as 
much as $150 million per fiscal year to 
provide subsidies for only 2 percent of 

the Nation's cattle ranchers, and the 
lands used for grazing continue to dete
riorate. With many worthy programs, 
such as national parks, suffering dam
aging reductions because of our budget 
crisis, I believe we can no longer afford 
to forgo these revenues to protect a 
small group of wealthy ranchers. 

I have for some time been concerned 
about the effect of these incredibly low 
fees on both our Federal deficit and the 
Bureau of Land Management's efforts 
to maintain these public lands. Given 
the relative increases in fees charged 
for use of private lands, and the in
creasing costs of maintaining these 
lands, I believe we can no longer justify 
these ridiculously low fees. 

A recent GAO report confirms that 
the current fee structure is technically 
flawed and produces a fee which nei
ther covers the Government's cost of 
managing the grazing program nor 
funds an adequate level of source pro
tection nor follows the rise in forage 
value paid by ranchers on private 
lands. 

I do not wish to eliminate the graz
ing program, nor do I wish to place un
necessary burdens on ranchers. As the 
son of a dairy farmer and cattleman, I 
am not insensitive to the legitimate 
needs of farmers and ranchers. How
ever, I believe if ranchers wish to par
ticipate in this program, they must 
also bear the costs of its operation and 
maintenance. The American people, 
and their representatives in Congress, 
are tired of our failure to address this 
costly inequity. 

We have proposed what we believe is 
a reasonable and responsible solution; 
the gradual increases called for in our 
bill are neither drastic nor unwar
ranted. I urge your support of our ef
fort to return fairness to the cattle in
dustry. The present fee does not even 
cover the cost of managing the range
lands under Federal control. 

The Government charges $1.97 per 
animal unit month for grazing rights 
worth at least three times that 
amount. Even the Bureau of Land Man
agement estimates $8.70 per animal 
unit month as the value of forage 
consumed when charging trespassers 
on public lands. And, State universities 
in Western States charge far more for 
similar privileges on their grazing 
lands. 

Unfortunately, a small but vocal mi
nority continues to insist on their 
right to benefit from artificial controls 
on grazing fees while the vast majority 
of hardworking ranchers remain sub
ject to the fluctuations of free market 
forces. Thus, . current Federal grazing 
fee policy amounts to an arbitrary and 
unfair subsidy for the few western 
cattlemen with access to these Federal 
lands, while others must pay the full 
market rate. 

I first became acquainted with the 
grazing giveaway when I began serving 
on the Subcommittee on National 

Parks and Public Lands. The Grace 
Commission, a group whose purpose 
was to identify areas of Government 
waste, pointed out that the taxpayers 
are losing millions of dollars each year 
by subsidizing the activities of a few 
livestock producers who had virtually 
free rein to graze on public lands. All 
Members have received a letter from a 
group known as Citizens Against Gov
ernment Waste supporting our amend
ment. The National Taxpayers Union 
also favors these provisions. 

A vote for our amendment is a vote 
to protect the environment. A vote for 
our amendment is a vote for fiscal re
sponsibility. A vote for our amendment 
is a vote for fairness and free enter
prise. 
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Mr. Chairman, this contrasts with a 

17-percent increase in private grazing 
lease rates over the same period. So we 
have now a 27-percent differential here, 
and it is time, Mr. Chairman, to put 
this on a pay-as-you-go basis. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. DARDEN] 
has expired. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. DARDEN] 
made the statement that it is the same 
as the States. Do the States require 
multiple use on their lands? 

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I am not familiar 
with whether the States require mul
tiple use or not, and I would have to 
refer to my notes. I am not aware of 
whether they do or whether they do 
not. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Nevada [Mr. BILBRAY]. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by my friend, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR]. I am from a 
Western State, a Mountain State, but I 
represent an urban area, and I would 
say that I have not one single vote 
from ranchers or miners coming from a 
new reapportionment. However, I 
would note that this is bad legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, the subject of grazing fees is 
an important issue to the State of Nevada. 
The present grazing fees are based on a com
plex set of variables. Any significant change to 
this formula necessitates a studied approach 
within the authorizing committee. As an 
amendment to the Interior appropriations bill, 
this measure disallows significant, rational de
bate. Sixty minutes on the floor of the House 
will not provide the adequate debate to allow 
for an equitable solution to a complex prob
lem. 

In the name of fair debate, I advocate a dif
ferent approach other than the Synar amend
ment, to the subject of grazing fees. Due to 
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the complexity of this program, I would like to 
see legislative action affecting grazing fees go 
through the appropriate, legislative process. 
Oppose the Synar amendment. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Ne
vada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to the Synar amendment. 

While reading the GAO report the 
gentleman from Oklahoma has been 
touting as gospel, I came across some
thing very, very interesting. I quote, 
"the soundness of the formula must be 
viewed in the context of the primary 
objective to be achieved. The current 
formula meets [the] objective of pro
moting the economic stability of west
ern livestock grazing operators. * * *" 
With this in mind, is the gentleman 
from Oklahoma seeking to destabilize 
the western livestock industry? 

Further, it is interesting to note Mr. 
SYNAR's liberal use of the Grace Com
mission report. Upon a close examina
tion of the Commission's recommenda
tions, one learns that raising grazing 
fees is the least desired of the two rec
ommendations. The more desirable 
suggestion is, and I quote, "the task 
force concluded that transfer of the 
rangeland to private ownership could 
save an estimated $93.1 million over 
three years., That's right, Mr. Chair
man, private ownership will save the 
Government money. So, again I ask, 
what is the real agenda here, to end 
ranching on the public lands? 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, the claim 
has been made that the current system 
benefits only a few weal thy ranchers. 
That is simply not true. In my State, 
Nevada, 85 percent of the ranches are 
family and Indian owned. Raising the 
grazing fees will do exactly the oppo
site of what Mr. SYNAR claims is the 
desired effect. Only the few large 
ranchers will be able to pay the in
crease, and the family ranchers will be 
put off the range and competition will 
be diminished. 

Unfortunately, the Grace Commis
sion Report, the GAO report, and the 
economics of the proposal will never be 
fully investigated because the two au
thorizing committees are being com
pletely sidestepped. It is truly a trag
edy that this body is even considering 
such as debilitating proposal to the 
western ranching family. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge defeat of Mr. 
SYNAR's antifamily ranch amendment. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Colo
rado, Mr. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado. Mr. 
Chairman, like my colleagues, the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR] 
and the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
DARDEN], who are offering this amend
ment, I believe it is time that Congress 
addresses this critical issue. Unlike 
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them, however, I believe this issue 
needs to be addressed through the ap
propriate process, through the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
and the Committee on Agriculture. The 
Synar amendment prevents 25 of our 
colleagues from having a bill which I 
introduced heard in the normal com
mittee process. 

Beyond the issue of inappropriately 
distorting the House rules, the Synar 
amendment is patently unfair to west
ern communities. The present grazing 
fee formula, established by the Public 
Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978, 
was worked out after long years of de
bate and negotiations involving agri
culture, environmental groups, Con
gress, and the executive branch. It is 
fair and equitable to all concerned and 
has worked well for government, agri
culture, the environment, and consum
ers. It is by no means, as some in this 
body have claimed, a fiscal disaster. 

For example, because of recent favor
able conditions in the livestock mar
ket, fees have increased by 10 percent 
this year, and that is per animal, per 
month. And that was supported by the 
agriculture industries which are will
ing to pay higher prices when market 
conditions permit it. 

The PRIA formula has allowed the 
state of the public rangelands to stead
ily improve. Grazing is an important 
tool used to maintain and restore both 
plant and animal communities and 
allow range grasses to thrive. 

I know that my words will not be 
heard well by many of my colleagues 
from the big urban areas, but I would 
like to say very simply that it is an ex
tremely important issue to small rural 
communities throughout the American 
West. I want my colleagues to know 
and I want to make it clear that no 
money is lost by current public range
lands management practices, contrary 
to those claims by some who wish to 
raise the fees. We can certainly in this 
situation mandate an increase in fees, 
but we cannot collect them if we drive 
ranchers out of business. I think that 
would not be in keeping with what we 
want to do in this measure. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to oppose the Synar amendment. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. ATKINS], one of the co
sponsors of the amendment. 

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Synar amendment. 

I think we ought to be very clear 
about what the Synar amendment does 
and what motivates this amendment. 
It simply deals with the question that 
has been raised here: Is the grazing fee 
structure a subsidy, a public taxpayer 
subsidy? The answer to that is, very 
clearly, yes. It is yes, first of all, be
cause the revenues from the grazing 
fees from the use of this public re
source are less, in this year less by $60 
million than the simple cost of main
taining the program. 

In the Interior appropriations bill for 
last year, it cost $60 million more just 
simply to monitor the permittees, to 
administer it, to do the programs that 
determine the quality of the grass-no 
environmental work, but simply the 
work of putting in wells and putting in 
fences, and so forth. 

So taxpayers are paying $60 million 
simply to allow people to graze cattle 
and sheep on public lands. 

The second reason it is a subsidy is 
because this land and the value of 
being able to graze cattle or sheep on 
this land has indeed a market price. 
The market price on average in the 
country is $9.22 per animal unit month, 
and we charge in the Federal Govern
ment only $1.97 per animal unit month. 
This amendment simply says we should 
put all of the 1.6 million people in this 
country who raise cattle on the same 
footing and have them compete in the 
free market system and not subsidize a 
tiny percentage of those people, 26,000 
of those people who are raising cattle, . 
less than 2 percent of the total number, 
that we should not subsidize them. 

The claim has been made that by 
doing this, by forcing these 25,000 peo
ple into the free market system, as all 
of the 98 percent of the other people 
who are raising cattle are, somehow 
this will be terribly unfair to very 
small individuals and small ranchers. 
But when we look at the total acreage 
that is involved in the Bureau of Land 
Management and in the Forest Service, 
the total acreage involved in these per
mittees, we find that 90 percent of that 
acreage is controlled by wealthy indi
viduals, by hobby farmers, by corpora
tions, by conglomerates and syn
dicates. 

Who are we talking about? We are 
talking about companies like Union 
Oil, which controls thousands and 
thousands of acres. We are talking 
about Getty Oil and Texaco. Texaco is 
a corporation with over $8 billion. They 
control a huge allotment of public 
lands. We are talking about Zenchiku 
Company, Ltd. from Montana and 
Japan, which controls 41,000 acres of 
United States tax-subsidized Federal 
rangeland. There are also wealthy indi
viduals and real estate developers, like 
Mr. Daniel Russell of Santa Barbara, 
CA, who controls 5 million acres of 
public rangelands, according to Bureau 
of Land Management records. That is a 
land area larger than my State of Mas
sachusetts. It is not some small ranch
er. This is 10 percent of that acreage, 10 
percent of this program that legiti
mately is involved in small family 
ranching. So it is 10 percent of the 
acreage in a program that affects only 
2 percent of the people in this country 
who are raising cattle. 
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For this privilege, we have lost $650 

million over the past 6 years because of 
this subsidy. This is a subsidy which is 
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unlike every other agricultural subsidy 
the Federal Government has. Because 
unlike other subsidies, which are either 
specifically targeted to small indi vi d
uals and to family farms, this one goes 
90 percent to the wealthiest individuals 
and corporations. 

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that we 
could pass the Synar amendment and 
end this abuse of taxpayer money. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mon
tana [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Mon
tana. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS] is recog
nized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. WILLJc\.MS. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate both gentlemen yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, we can call it "pay as 
you go," or "administrative effi
ciencies," or "businesslike govern
ment," but I think it is "toll road gov-

. ernment," when we begin to say, for 
the first time in half a century, that 
this little bit of Federal help that is 
given to either timber companies in 
the form of helping to build roads to 
harvest, or this little bit of help that is 
given to our cattle people for the pur
pose of grazing, or all the other bits of 
help, whether they are to our merchant 
marine seamen, to our fishermen and 
hunters, our tobacco people, or to our 
textile people, all of those have served 
this country well for more than half a 
century. They have in large part made 
the West bloom, kept food prices down, 
and made America's harvest the envy 
of the world. 

Now, suddenly we are told apparently 
it did not work, and we have to go back 
to the old days in America of a toll 
road mentality, toll road Government, 
where the user pays. We are no longer 
going to have a central system that 
will help to make America flourish in 
its far corners. 

The inconsistency on this issue, how
ever, is really what bothers me. I see 
many, particularly our friends on this 
side, who wonder how it is this idea of 
raising the grazing fees ever came to 
fruition. 

Well, it was in the Grace Commission 
report, which so many, particularly on 
this side, supported 10 years ago. The 
Grace Commission, which was endorsed 
by former President Reagan, says this: 

Grazing fees should be increased. It ap
pears that this program could, if the right 
changes are made, be a break-even situation, 
and, after that point the Government could 
concentrate its efforts on developing an ac
tual return for this valuable grazing asset. 
The Government could sell this land to pri
vate owners. 

Mr. Chairman, there is the dilemma. 
The chickens have come home to graze. 
The Grace Commission report is now 
on the floor of this House as an amend
ment, and many who thought that the 
Grace Commission ideas were good, 

many who liked the toll road mental
ity brought to us by the Reagan admin
istration, are, thankfully, finally hav
ing second thoughts. The problem is 
some of my friends on this side have 
now begun mistakenly to embrace it. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the Synar amend
ment to the fiscal year 1992 Interior ap
propriations bill. 

Is it any wonder that the public has 
lost faith in the ability of their elected 
officials to lead this country? Whether 
it is pulling us out of an economic 
slump or establishing a needed pro
gram, or setting an example of integ
rity and ethical behavior, the public no 
longer believes we can get the job done. 
Now here we are again considering 
raising grazing fees 400 percent and 
showing that the public's mistrust and 
dismay appear to be well placed. 

The issue of grazing fees is complex 
and warrants full consideration by the 
House committee with jurisdiction 
over this subject. Yet, that committee 
has not passed the amendment before 
us today. So why is this amendment 
being considered on an appropriations 
bill after it failed to pass out of the 
committee with direct responsibility 
over this issue? And how can the public 
trust Congress when it violates its own 
rules any time it wants. 

Worse than the procedural sleight of 
hand that this amendment represents, 
the grazing fees amendment would in
crease fees by a whopping 400 percent. 
If you listen carefully you can hear the 
sound of the family ranching busi
nesses in my State and through the 
West going out of business. You can 
hear these small family ranchers, most 
of whom earn $28,000 per year or less 
for a family of four, boarding up their 
homes and packing up their belongings. 
And there will be many people packing. 
In Arizona alone, the cattle industry 
accounts for almost 5,000 jobs. You can 
also hear the sound of deflating local 
and State economies. In Arizona, the 
cattle industry accounts for $44 million 
of personal income, 23 percent of the 
State's entire agricultural output, $500 
million in cattle production revenue, 
and provides over $300 million annually 
to the State's economy. 

Then there is the impact on the Fed
eral Treasury. In fact, according to the 
BLM estimates, if public lands grazing 
ended tomorrow, the range program 
budget could increase as much as 50 
percent. And finally, even the environ
ment stands to lose if this amendment 
passes. Controlled grazing promotes 
plant diversity, aerates soil, dimin
ishes fire risk, improves riparian condi
tions, and enhances watersheds. Ranch
ers are good stewards of the public land 
because they have a vital self-interest 
in protecting the land upon which their 
livelihood depends. Unlike the rec-

reational user, for example, the ranch
er's economic survival depends on the 
condition of the lands. It comes as no 
surprise, then, that the BLM found 
that "public rangelands are in a better 
condition than at any time in this cen
tury.'' 

Not only is the current grazing fee 
good public policy, it is equitable, too. 
Ranchers pay a fair price to graze on 
public lands. The current practice of 
levying grazing fees is fairly based on 
prevailing market conditions. In fact, 
the fee has recently risen considerably, 
almost 46 percent in the past 4 years 
due to increased market variables. 

The current fee was determined using 
a formula devised by this body-a for
mula supported by the Carter, Reagan, 
and now Bush administrations-and a 
formula that has withstood challenge 
in Federal court. 

Proponents of this amendment com
pare Federal and private lease rates as 
though they were similar. This just 
simply is not the case. Most Federal 
rangeland is not lush meadows, but 
sparse desert or mountainous terrain. 
Federal permittees bear additional 
costs of transportation, herding, and 
predator and death losses. In addition, 
these permittees must pay for and up
keep water systems development on 
public lands that benefit grazing live
stock as well as wildlife. Further, the 
Federal permittee has the right to the 
grass only, yet must pay for all main
tenance and improvements. When these 
costs are tolled, the differences be
tween Federal and private lease rates, 
not surprisingly, disappear. Or, in 
many cases, final costs to Federal per
mittees surpass private lease rates. 
Perhaps this is why over 20 percent of 
public grazing permits and allotments 
remain unused. 

Mr. Chairman, now is not the time to 
address the substantive merits of this 
amendment. The House National Parks 
and Public Lands Subcommittee has 
separately considered measures on this 
issue a number of times during the past 
few years. On no occasion have any of 
these measures passed out of that sub
committee-the very subcommittee 
charged with oversight of this matter. 

Doesn't that tell us all something? 
Yes, it tells us about the relative mer
its of the legislation. It also tells me 
that the Synar amendment is unfair, 
unwarranted, and ill conceived. I urge 
my colleagues to defeat it soundly and 
send a message to the public that they 
can trust us to at least follow our own 
rules. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Mon
tana [Mr. MARLENEE]. 

Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, 
what this amendment does is strike 
out the medium and small operators on 
public land. It favors huge operators 
who can spread their costs over vast 
areas of private and public land. What 
this amendment does is strike out the 
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opportunity to harvest a renewable re
source. 

Mr. Chairman, as ranking member of 
the subcommittee with exclusive legis
lative jurisdiction over grazing fees, I 
rise in vehement opposition to the 
Synar amendment which is legislation 
on an appropriations bill and makes an 
end run around the authorizing com
mittee. 

On March 12 of this year the Sub
committee on National Parks and Pub
lic Lands held an exhaustive hearing 
on three bills dealing with grazing 
fees-including the bills introduced by 
Mr. SYNAR and Mr. DARDEN. Pro
ponents of changing the PRIA formula 
have had over 3 months to schedule a 
markup and report a bill out of my 
subcommittee and the full Interior 
Committee· as a freestanding measure. 

In addition, they also had an oppor
tunity 1 month ago to offer an amend
ment to the BLM reauthorization bill 
to increase grazing fees at both the 
subcommittee and full committee 
level. Mr. DARDEN, who is an able and 
active member of the National Parks 
and Public Lands Subcommittee, chose 
not to do so at that time. 

The reason that proponents of higher 
grazing fees are making this sneak at
tack and end run around the authoriz
ing committee is quite simple. They 
did not have the votes on either the 
subcommittee or full committee to get 
their proposal passed. 

The reason is simple. We do have 
some people on those committees on 
both sides of the aisle who understand 
the issue. 

It is interesting to note that al
though the House Interior Committee 
is one of the most partisan and polar
ized committees in the entire Congress, 
a rare bipartisan consensus has been 
formed in support of the PRIA grazing 
formula. After hours of testimony from 
witnesses on all sides of this issue, a bi
partisan majority of committee mem
bers have determined that the existing 
fee structure best serves all parties in
volved. 

I urge my colleagues not to legislate 
willy-nilly on an appropriations bill 
but defer this decision to the authoriz
ing committee which has conducted 
hours of hearings on the issue and is 
best able to make the most prudent de
cision. 

The Synar .amendment, which helps 
achieve the radical environmental 
agenda of "livestock free by 93" must 
be defeated. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Dakota [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
Synar amendment. I think all Members 
here share the same goal, and that is to 
arrive at a level playing field for pro
ducers of livestock, whether on public 
lands or private. The question is, How 
do we arrive at that goal, how do we 

find that kind of fine balance in a very 
complex circumstance. 

Mr. Chairman, we can legislate on an 
appropriations bill, as is proposed here, 
a proposal which would take the exist
ing bill which already raises the graz
ing fee from $1.97 per animal unit/ 
month, to $2.62, and instead raises it 
from $1.97 to $4.35, and ultimately to 
$8.70, a 400-percent increase, and abol
ishes the grazing advisory boards, the 
panels of private citizens, who advise 
the BLM on the use of fee receipts. 

We can go about it that way. Or, we 
can have this very difficult and com
plex legislation considered by the com
mittee of authorization, the House 
Committee on Interior, which it ought 
to be noted is as oriented toward 
consumer and environmental concerns 
as any committee that can be found iri 
the Congress. 
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It would seem to me that we ought to 

be addressing very aggressively the 
question of fairness in grazing fees. I do 
not think the status quo is necessarily 
where we ought to be, but I think that 
rather than coming down here on the 
floor and engaging in this kind of radi
cal changes, proposed radical changes 
in the grazing fee, that we ought to be 
more deliberate. We ought to be ad
dressing this issue, I think, in a more 
comprehensive, more deliberate man
ner. 

So I opposed the Synar amendment 
with the goal that this entire matter 
be taken up by the Committee on Inte
rior and Insular Affairs, by the author
ization committee where a full debate 
and a give and take that really is need
ed for this issue to be resolved properly 
can take place. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. DORGAN]. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I expect that any of us who 
had already absorbed rent increases of 
46 percent since 1987 would consider it 
heavy handed if the landlord said our 
rent is now to be quadrupled in the 
next 4 years. Such increases would 
seem especially arbitrary and capri
cious if the landlord gave no good rea
son for the increases. 

This is precisely the situation in 
which most of our ranchers who rent 
public lands find themselves today as 
we consider an ill-begotten amendment 
to hike rental rates by about 340 per
cent. 

The ranchers who rent Bureau of 
Land Management rangeland in North 
Dakota are paying rent 46 percent 
higher than they did in 1987. This rent
al rate is set by a formula created by 
Congress in 1978 with bipartisan sup
port. It was supported by the Carter ad
ministration, and extended by Execu
tive order of the Reagan administra
tion. 

The formula may not be perfect but 
it is a good formula from the perspec-

tive of the landlord, which in this case 
is the U.S. Government. The formula 
makes the rent increase, for example, 
when livestock market prices increase. 
Those market prices have been strong 
in recent years, so the rent has in
creased. 

And, our ranchers have not fought 
those increases. They struck a deal on 
a rent formula and they are living with 
the increases. Our ranchers do not have 
Government programs to guarantee 
them a price or supplement their in
come when market prices are low. 
They do not ask for such protection 
from the Government. All they ask us 
for is a fair deal, and that is what we 
tried to provide here when we estab
lished the grazing fee formula. 

Just a word about what has been hap
pening in North Dakota while the rent 
on BLM land rose 46 percent and the 
rent on the national grasslands, man
aged by the U.S. Forest Service, shot 
up by 145 percent. In these same years, 
beginning in 1988, most of my State has 
been in an extended and severe 
drought. 

The long drought scorched the range
land. It burned the grass off the land. 
It unleashed clouds of grasshoppers 
that are what little the drought did not 
destroy. It drained the small lakes, 
ponds, and other livestock water 
sources. It forced the water table down, 
leaving thousands of wells dry. 

Let me tell you that the value of 
grazing land under these conditions 
does not increase. You don't have to be 
a real estate expert to understand that. 
When the land produces 1i ttle or no 
grass and the water sources dry up, the 
value for grazing purposes evaporates. 

But, our ranehers were paying rent 
increases through those drought years. 
And now a few members propose to 
push the rental rates up much farther, 
far beyond our ranchers' ability to pay. 

This amendment is an extremely un
wise move for the Federal Government 
that its author could not sell to the 
committee of jurisdiction. The pro
ponents say these rent increases will 
increase income to the U.S. Treasury 
and improve conditions of public 
rangeland, but it will do just the oppo
site in both cases. 

If you took a 46-percent hit on rent in 
4 years, and then got a notice for an
other 340 percent, you would probably 
decide the rent is more than you can 
afford and you would give up your ten
ancy. That is exactly what ranchers in 
the West will do in nearly all cases if 
this outrageous increase is imposed. 
The public rangelands will be aban
doned. Not only will the Government 
lose its rental income from millions of 
acres of rangeland, but the Govern
ment will be left to do the necessary 
maintenance on the land. 

The ranchers who fenced both domes
tic animals and wildlife away from 
highway right-of-ways, the ranchers 
who provided water sources for both 
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cattle and wildlife, the ranches who re
seeded grasses after drought or weed 
infestations ruined the grass stands, 
will be gone and the Government will 
have to take over those costs. This 
amendment is a detriment to ranchers, 
taxpayers, and our natural resources in 
the West, and I hope we will soundly 
defeat it. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

I just might point out in 1980 the 
grazing fee was $2.41 on Forest Service. 
It went down in 1981 to $2.31; $1.86 in 
1982. In 1983 to $1.40, down to $1.37 and 
down to $1.35 in 1985. 

That is the same it did in BLM and 
other places. So it has been going 
down. 

So that 46-percent increase is not 
really relative. 

Second, in North Dakota, where the 
gentleman who just spoke is from, the 
average AUM rate is $5 to $10, which is 
five times what we are presently charg
ing. So I think that shows the perspec
tive we are dealing with here. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN]. 
· Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, at the 
opening of this debate we heard the 
comment that this entire debate is 
about fairness. I wonder where we find 
fairness when we are going to destroy 
the western cattle business. I wonder 
where we might find fairness when we 
are going to cost the Government 
money, and I wonder where we find 
fairness where we possibly would de
stroy the ~nvironment in these par
ticular areas. 

We talk about who is going to benefit 
from this, and I have great respect for 
the gentleman from Massachusetts who 
talks about the big companies. How
ever, I would like to point out to him 
that 87 pe.:cent of these cattlemen 
make under $28,000 a year. 

What did these guys say to you? My 
colleagues ought to go down to south
ern Utah, Arizona, or Colorado and 
some of those areas, and they look you 
in the eye and they say, "I am a fifth
generation cattleman." He said, "I 
have been on this ranch all this time. I 
have taken good care of it and now why 
is it these people want to put me out of 
business?'' 

They have a very marginal, marginal 
business. It is not like the East, believe 
me. We had sometimes 20 acres per cow 
compared to you folks that have put 
100 acres on a square foot, it seems to 
me, when I look at your areas. 

Where is the great savings we are 
talking about? When Cy Jamison, the 
Director of BLM, comes before the In
terior Committee and he makes his 
statement, he says that we are going to 
lose money on this. 

Now what about the environmental 
side of it? Let us be honest about this 
thing. Multiple use has worked for a 
long, long, long time. In multiple use, 

we pay for the cows on the range. That 
is true, but what about the other peo
ple. If we are going to be totally honest 
about this, take those who backpack, 
take those who fish, those who hunt, 
those who camp, we all should pay for 
the public ground. 

So I say to my colleagues, if this de
bate is about fairness, we are barking 
up the wrong tree. I do not see any fair
ness in killing a good little industry, in 
ruining the environment and losing the 
Government money. 

For many of you who think that this is a free 
environmental vote, let me tell you what the 
consequences would be if this measure were 
to be passed into law. If grazing fees were 
raised from $1.97 per AUM to over $8.70 per 
AUM the effect would be devastating; 30,000 
small family farms would be put out of busi
ness. Many argue that rich western ranchers 
are profiting from subsidies from the Federal 
Government. The truth, according to the BLM, 
is that 87 percent of ranchers who graze pub
lic lands are considered small, family farmers. 
In fact, statistics show that the average ranch 
family earns less than $28,000 and many earn 
less than that. By voting for this measure you 
are voting to put a vital industry out of busi
ness. The loss of the livestock industry would 
threaten the existence of schools, businesses, 
and public services. 

I am deeply concerned about rhetoric that 
would have you believe that there is an enor
mous amount of savings to be achieved by 
this measure. Where is the savings? In March 
of this year, Cy Jamison, Director of the BLM 
appeared before the Interior Committee. He 
estimated that revenues from BLM land graz
ing would plummet from $18 million per year 
to not more than $1 million per year if this 
measure was adopted. The proposed fee in
crease would price all livestock off the Federal 
lands resulting in a loss of grazing fee reve
nue. A loss of $17 million does not constitute 
much savings. 

I ask you to take a look at the environ
mental effect that grazing on the public lands 
has had. According to the BLM, today the 
public ranges of this Nation are in the best 
condition that they have been in this century. 
Ranchers have worked hard to be a part of 
this. Farmers and ranchers are the true envi
ronmentalists. It is in their own self-interest to 
improve the land. Grazing promotes plant vi
tality, increases wildlife, and overall benefits 
management of the public lands. 

On the other hand, the loss of livestock from 
the public lands would have a detrimental ef
fect on the environment of the range. Without 
grazing the grasses of the range will create a 
fire hazard that will make the fires of Yellow
stone look tame. Livestock producers have 
built tens of thousands of watering sites, 
roads, and fences. They have also utilized 
erosion control methods and improved west
ern watersheds that have helped increase the 
big game populations dramatically. This will all 
be lost. 

In "State of the Public Rangelands 1990," 
the BLM states that public rangelands are in 
better condition now than at any time in this 
century, and continue to improve. I have been 
with countless land manageme·nt experts who 
have told me time and time again of the bene-

fits of controlled grazing to promote plant vigor 
and diversity. 

Before voting, all I ask is that you examine 
the real effects of this vote. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MILLER], chairman of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, the amendment of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma is the right thing to do 
and this House should overwhelmingly 
and enthusiastically support it. 

The theory of multiple use of the 
public lands cannot be made real when 
one use is heavily subsidized to the det
riment of others. It is not real when 
one group of privileged users is af
forded an extraordinary means of offi
cially sanctioned control over Federal 
revenues and Federal land manage
ment decisions. Yet that is exactly 
what has been happening on the public 
rangelands of the American West for 
many years. 

I personally do not know precisely 
what a fair grazing fee should be. But I 
do know that the gentleman from 
Oklahoma has made an absolutely per
suasive case that the current fee for
mula cannot be justified for any reason 
other than to keep fees as low as pos
sible. 

The recent analysis of the General 
Accounting Office devastates any intel
lectual underpinnings of the current 
fee formula. Ranchers' ability to pay is 
at least double-counted. Factors highly 
favorable to ranchers are included and 
then computed in a way to maximize 
their impact while less favorable fac
tors are left out of the calculation. 

So when you hear public land ranch
ers defending this formula as fair, what 
they are really saying is that this for
mula gives them the best possible deal 
and they want to keep it. 

The formula is not fair if you are a 
taxpayer trying to get a decent return 
for the use of a public resource. The 
formula is not fair if you believe that 
the grazing program should at least 
cover its costs. The formula is not fair 
if you believe that other range re
sources, such as wildlife and riparian 
habitat, matter, too. The GAO report is 
crystal clear on that point. 

This year, Mr. SYNAR's amendment 
goes on to address two other closely 
linked aspects of the very sweet graz
ing fee deal. 

Each year, 50 percent or about $10 
million of the revenues generated by 
the fees go to a Federal fund for wild
life, watershed management, and graz
ing-related range improvements. The 
management of this fund is nothing 
short of a scandal. 

BLM can't even account for more 
than half of this money. From what 
can be documented, it appears that 
more than 96 percent of it has gone to 
build exactly the kind of range im
provements-fences, stockponds, and 
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the like-that public land ranchers 
complain are not provided by the Fed
eral Government and form a basis for 
the abnormally low Federal grazing 
fee. A piddling 3.5 percent of the ac
countable funds were spent · for the 
other multiple uses of the range. 

Mr. SYNAR's amendment will direct 
this money toward the fish, wildlife, 
and riparian habitat needs of the 
range-needs that my committee, Mr. 
YATES' subcommittee and even the 
BLM will readily agree are not even 
close to being met. At a time when it 
is apparent that last year's budget 
agreement dims all hope of funding 
even the existing neglected statutory 
responsibilities of Federal land man
agers, I cannot imagine why Congress 
would not make this obvious and wise 
reform. 

How is it that current spending can 
be so distorted? It's simple. 

The ranchers who pay these low fees 
tell BLM how to spend the money they 
generate. The organs for doing this are 
the grazing advisory boards which are 
made up solely of public land ranchers. 
Congress terminated the advisory 
boards in 1986 but they have continued 
to function under the authority of an 
executive order. 

Presumably, these boards are only 
advisory but in actual fact, BLM does 
precisely what they are told to do by 
the boards. Often, the projects funded 
on the advice of the boards go to bene
fit board members and their friends 
and associates. And often, the boards 
advise BLM on public land manage
ment matters over which they have no 
authority whatsoever. In fact, some 
grazing advisory boards have taken it 
upon themselves to advise the Congress 
not only on matters such as grazing fee 
legislation but also on matters com
pletely beyond their scope like oil and 
gas development of the Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not arguing that 
public land ranchers should not have 
their say in matters that affect them. 
But Mr. SYNAR's amendment will not 
deny them their say. They will still 
have a place on the Multiple-Use Advi
sory Boards that Congress has set up 
by law. Then they will enjoy the appro
priate status as one of many legitimate 
and competing users of the public 
range instead of a privileged and domi
nant elite enjoying special influence 
and control over the public's resources. 

The House now has before it an his
toric opportunity to right several 
wrongs that have plagued the public 
lands of the American West for many 
years. I urge my colleagues to do the 
right thing and support this amend
ment. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. STUMP]. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the Synar amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, "grazing" is not a dirty word. 
Unfortunately, the desperate attempt to rush 

through a fourfold increase in grazing fees on 
public lands by attaching the provision to an 
appropriations bill, rather than going through 
regular legislative channels, gives the impres
sion that grazing has run amok and ruined our 
public lands. 

Appreciate the opportunity to set the record 
straight. 

"Grazing" is not a dirty word. The ranching 
industry has a proud legacy throughout the 
West and in Arizona. In Arizona's Third Dis
trict, some 350,000 head of cattle graze on 
public lands, generating nearly $200 million for 
the State economy. 

The vast majority of the grazing permittees 
in our State are small family operators. At no 
cost to the American taxpayer, the permittees 
have contributed to the conservation of our 
natural resources and the management of our 
public lands by helping to reduce illegal activi
ties, theft and vandalism, reduce the cost of 
fire suppression and encourage healthy wild
life populations through the construction and 
maintenance of water catchments. 

The permittees contribute to a healthy econ
omy by adding millions of dollars to the State 
and local tax base, and providing employment 
in their own and related industries. The impor
tance of a viable ranching industry cannot be 
understated, especially in the small rural com
munities in our State. 

In Arizona, land patterns frequently inter
mingle Federal lands with State trust lands 
and private lands. Any increase in grazing 
fees on the Federal lands will have a direct re
lated impact on grazing on adjacent and inter
mingled State lands. 

If permittees are priced off public lands, the 
American taxpayer will have to pick up where 
the ranchers leave off. The tax base will be 
lost, agribusiness loan defaults will escalate, 
crippling the State economy, unemployment 
will increase and the economic base for rural 
communities will be devastated. Additionally, 
more Federal dollars will be required for range 
and public lands management. 

I challenge my colleagues to identify any in
dustry in our Nation that can absorb a fourfold 
increase in operating costs and continue to be 
viable. If we do not expect other business to 
absorb such costs, why should we be led to 
believe that ranchers could absorb increased 
grazing fees? 

The present grazing fee formula was 
worked out after many years of debate and 
negotiations involving agriculture, environ
mental groups, Congress and the executive 
branch. It is a fair formula which adjusts graz
ing fees up or down according to livestock 
prices, forage values, and production costs. It 
is an equitable formula to all concerned, and 
has worked well for government, agriculture, 
the environment, and consumers. 

Mr. Chairman, I have seen first hand the 
benefits to our State of grazing on public 
lands, and urge my colleagues to oppose the 
grazing fee increase. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wyo
ming (Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing time to me. 

I guess we have about grazed this 
issue fairly clean. About all that needs 
to be said has been said. Let me just re
view a couple of the grazing leases as 
compared to the private leases. That is 
not a comparison, and anyone that is 
taking a look at it knows that is the 
case. 

We have talked about large corpora
tions using most of the public land. 
That is not the case, certainly in my 
State of Wyoming. We talked about the 
cost to taxpayers. We have had hear
ings where it has been indicated that if 
there was no grazing at all, the cost 
would be half, at least with no income 
the taxpayers would pick all of that up. 

Let me just say that if my colleagues 
like multiple use, if they have the no
tion that public resources ought to be 
used for more than one reason, then 
grazing has been good for wildlife. 
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Grazing has helped the range. Hun

ters have much more of an opportunity 
now than they did before this was used. 

We have simply got to stop this an
nual dance of insecurity for public land 
users. They will not make investments 
in water. They will not make invest
ments in fencing. They will not make 
investments in the range as long as 
each year they do not know where they 
will be. 

I oppose the amendment strongly. 
Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. VENTO], the chairman of 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Synar-Darden 
amendment. I want to commend the 
gentlemen and the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. ATKINS] for offer
ing this amendment. 

Everybody argues about the process. 
Well, the process here has been really 
one since the passage of FLPMA in 
1976. In 1976, they held, that is, those 
that did not favor an overhaul and re
form of the grazing fees, held the Fed
eral Land Management Practices Act 
hostage until they were able to exclude 
it from that particular act in 1976. 

What it has been since 1976 is avoid
ance of the issue, avoidance of the 
issue in favor of, of course, maintain
ing a lower cost grazing fee. 

I cannot blame my colleagues from 
the West for that. They have been very 
talented in their efforts to deal with 
and to provide benefits to their con
stituents that have these grazing per
mits, but the fact of the matter is the 
end result is that very often because of 
the types of management practices 
that are used, improved from 1930, but 
then I think they should have been im
proved from what was really an out
rage and really significant damage to 
the range, but there needs to be more 
improvement, and there needs to be a 
fair basis in terms of assessing costs. 

I might say that we had hearings in 
the 100th Congress, hearings in the 
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lOlst Congress, and we have had hear
ings this year, and the fact of the mat
ter is that issue is not going to be ad
dressed under the context of what has 
been going on in the past. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, what I 
do not understand is why the authoriz
ing committee opposed our 30 percent 
increase that we put into the bill origi
nally. It seems like a reasonable 
amount, and yet the authorizing com
mittee objected before rules on the 
basis that this was legislating on an 
appropriation, but it was a way of ad
dressing the problem. 

Mr. VENTO. Reclaiming my time, I 
do not favor necessarily in terms of 
legislating on appropriation measures. 
The fact of the matter is that this 
measure is here, and I think the Mem
bers ought to vote on the merits of it. 
They ought to vote for this amend
ment. I hope that then we will be able 
to work out the issue and address the 
issue in a comprehensive manner. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this 
amendment. 

This is the second consecutive year in 
which this issue has arisen in connection with 
the Interior appropriations bill. As I said last 
year, I would have preferred that debate about 
grazing fees and range management occur in 
connection with an authorization bill, instead of 
this appropriations measure, because this 
amendment, if it is adopted, obviously will con
stitute legislation in an appropriations meas
ure, contrary to the normal rules of the House. 

The subject of this amendment is a matter 
within the jurisdiction of the Interior Commit
tee, and in fact our committee has ordered re
ported a bill to which this amendment would 
be germane. That is H.R. 1 096, a bill I intrcr 
duced to reauthorize appropriations for the Bu
reau of Land Management. The commitee in
tends to seek an open rule for that bill, so that 
this amendment or any other germane amend
ment could be offered to it. That would allow 
the House to work its will on this important as
pect of public lands management. 

However, Mr. Chairman, since by adopting 
the rule the House has decided to make it in 
order to consider this amendment to raise 
grazing fees, I do support it and urge its ado~ 
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, the question of grazing fees 
is far from a new subject. The Forest Service 
has been charging fees for grazing on national 
forest lands since 1906. Fees for grazing on 
public lands now managed by the Bureau of 
Land Management date from enactment of the 
Taylor Grazing Act in 1934. There never has 
been complete agreement about how these 
fees should be set. 

At least since the late 1950's some have ar
gued that the Government should attempt to 
realize the fair market value of the forage 
consumed by grazing on Federal lands. And in 
fact fees are set that way now in certain 
places. 

Debates over grazing fees threatened to 
prevent the enactment of the Federal Land 

Policy and Management Act of 1976. As a 
compromise; section 401 of that act called for 
a joint study of the issue by the Agriculture 
and Interior Departments, and froze grazing 
fees for the 1977 grazing year pending that 
study. 

After the study was completed, a further 
moratorium on changes was imposed by Pub
lic Law 95-321, signed by President Carter in 
July 1978. That was followed by enactment of 
the Public Rangelands Improvements Act in 
October 1978. 

The Public Rangelands Improvement Act, or 
PRIA, established a formula for setting grazing 
fees, to be used during a 7-year trial period. 
It also mandated a further study and a report 
to Congress, with recommendations for future 
grazing fees, by December 31, 1985. 

The expectation was that the 99th Congress 
then would act on this subject. 

The study was done and the report was 
submitted, but the Reagan administration did 
not make any recommendations about how 
grazing fees should be established once the 
PRIA formula expired. 

Despite extensive discussions involving 
members of the Interior Committee and also 
Members of the other body, the 99th Con
gress did not cor:nplete action on grazing fees, 
and the PRIA fee formula expired with no leg
islation in place to govern grazing fees in 1986 
and subsequent years. 

After the expiration of the PRIA formula, 
President Reagan, in February 1986, issued 
an Executive order which called for continued 
use of that formula, with a floor fee of $1.35 
per animal unit month, which was the fee at 
that time. That Executive order is still in effect. 

In both the last Congress and this one, the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. DARDEN] intrcr 
duced a bill to replace the Reagan Executive 
order with a new statutory basis for setting 
grazing fees. Other bills on this subject have 
also been introduced this year by the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR] and the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. CAMPBELL]. All 
of these were referred to the Subcommittee on 
National Parks and Public Lands, and in 
March we held a hearing on them, as we held 
more extensive hearings on similar bills in pre
vious Congresses. 

The Darden bill is based squarely on the 
1986 report from the Interior and Agriculture 
Departments. It would put into effect one of 
the alternatives-known as the "modified mar
ket value fee system"-identified in that re
port. The Synar amendment now before us 
would adopt that method of setting the mini
mum fee for 1995 and subsequent years. For 
1992 through 1994, the Synar amendment 
would phase in BLM's current fee for trespass 
grazing. 

The issue of grazing fees is so divisive with
in the Interior Committee that the committee 
would be unlikely to report any bill dealing with 
those fees that would represent any type of 
committee consensus or agreement. 

Under these circumstances, Mr. Chairman, I 
think it appropriate for the House to have an 
opportunity to respond on this subject, pref
erably in connection with an authorization 
measure but if necessary in the context of this 
bill. 

On the merits of the amendment, I am con
vinced that the present formula for setting 
grazing fees is fatally flawed. 

It inevitably results in keeping fees at levels 
that do not enable the land-managing agen
cies even to recover the costs of managing 
the range. 

It keeps grazing fees lower than the prices 
private parties are able to obtain, through the 
open market, for forage. . 

It has resulted in fees that are far below 
what many States or other governmental bod
ies receive for grazing on their lands-lands 
which in many cases are indistinguishable in 
character and quality from the Federal lands 
with which they are intermixed. 

As the General Accounting Office has noted 
in a recent report, the present fee formula be
gins with an intentionally very low base. That 
base is then adjusted in ways that double 
count factors related to ranchers' costs and 
that so magnify those factors that they domi
nate the outcome of calculations under the for
mula. 

The result of this is to artificially depress the 
fees, as shown by GAO's calculation that in 
constant dollars the current Federal grazing 
fee has decreased by 15 percent over the last 
1 0 years while private grazing prices have in
creased by 17 percent. 

The current formula should have been al
lowed to die at the end of 1985, as originally 
provided by PRIA, and Congress should have 
enacted a formula producing fees more equi
table as compared with prices paid for grazing 
on other lands, and more fair to the taxpayers 
who are the owners of the public lands. 

Unfortunately, by issuing his Executive order 
on Valentine's Day, February 14, 1989, Presi
dent Reagan gave artificial respiration to the 
formula, and allowed it to outlive its time. 

Certainly, the time has come to give it a de
cent burial and to replace it with something 
better, as this amendment would do. 

As has been mentioned, the amendment 
between now and fiscal 1995 would phase in 
minimum fees based on the fees the Bureau 
of Land Management now charges in cases of 
trespass grazing; and for fiscal years after 
1995 it would set fees based on the modified 
market formula identified by the Agriculture 
and Interior Departments, in the "Grazing Fee 
Review and Evaluation" report of February 
1986. 

Of course, this is not the only possible way 
to replace the current fee formula with a better 
one. The recent report by the General Ac
counting Office identifies several other alter
natives, any one of which would be better than 
the present formula as embodied in President 
Reagan's 1986 Executive order. But this 
amendment is certainly far better than the cur
rent formula. 

Furthermore, the amendment would make 
some other desirable changes in the current 
situation. It would abolish the grazing advisory 
boards, and transfer their functions to the ex
isting multiple-use advisory councils provided 
for by the Federal Land Policy and Manage
ment Act of 1976, or FLPMA, which is BLM's 
Organic Act. 

The grazing advisory boards were first es
tablished to assist with the implementation of 
the Taylor Grazing Act shortly after its enact
ment in 1934. FLPMA provided for them to 
continue in existence until December 31, 
1985, when they were to end along with the 
PRIA fee formula. However, again the execu-
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tive branch took it upon itself to thwart con
gressional intent, this time by issuance of sec
retarial orders continuing the boards. 

Unlike the multiple-use advisory councils 
mandated by law, these grazing boards rep
resent only one user group, namely grazers. 
They have been the embodiment of political 
influence that this user group has too often 
been able to exert over decisions about public 
rangeland management. 

Furthermore, these boards have been pro
vided with funding derived from a share of the 
very grazing fees that their members pay. Os
tensibly, these are to be used for bettering 
range conditions-to the benefit of the 
grazers, among others-but in fact at least 
some of these funds have gone for other pur
poses, including lobbying Congress about 
grazing fees. Yes, some of the money the 
grazers pay the Government for the taxpayers' 
forage goes to lobby us to keep down the 
price. 

As if that weren't bad enough, under current 
law the part of the grazing fee receipts that 
the national Government keeps is earmarked 
for funding range improvements-that is, 
things like fencing or stock-watering ponds 
that are for the direct benefit primarily of the 
grazers. 

The amendment now before us would 
broaden the purposes for which these receipts 
could be used, to include restoration and en
hancement of fish and wildlife habitat, for res
toration and improved management of riparian 
areas, and for better grazing management 
through implementation of applicable land 
management plans and such activities as 
range monitoring and enforcement of grazing 
allotment requirements. 

All of these are areas in which there is a 
demonstrated need for increases in agency re
sources, and where investments can and 
should be made for the benefit of all parties, 
including grazers. For example, better man
agement of riparian areas often means in
creases in grazable forage, as well as in fish 
and wildlife resources, water quantity and 
quality, and environmental values. 

These changes are just as important as the 
changes in the fees, and they are important 
reasons for supporting this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, there are serious problems 
on the range and in the management of the 
public lands generally. The GAO and others 
have documented these problems repeatedly. 
Inadequate funding and personnel has ham
pered the BLM in particular, and the Forest 
Service as well, in their efforts to solve these 
problems. 

The Interior Committee has repeatedly 
urged improvements in both applicable laws 
and in the resources available to the BLM and 
the Forest Service for range management. 

To their credit, the Appropriations Commit
tee has worked hard to provide the needed re
sources. But in this area, as in so many oth
ers, the realities of the budget have put seri
ous limits on what can be made available. 

As a result, this appropriation bill does not 
include all the funds that are really needed for 
proper management of the public lands and 
for improvement of the riparian areas and 
other sensitive parts of those lands. Both an 
increase in grazing fees and the other 
changes that this amendment would make are 

essential if we are to have any chance to 
make such improvements. 

In my opinion, the best way to make a deci
sion about this matter would be for the House 
to act in the context of H.R. 1096, the BLM 
Reauthorization Act which has been reported 
by the Interior Committee and then, if nec
essary, for our committee to go into con
ference with Members of the other body to at
tempt to resolve not only these questions but 
a variety of other important issued related to 
management of the public lands, like those 
addressed in the BLM reauthorization bill. 

But in any event it is imperative that the 
grazing fee formula be changed, that the spe
cial status of the grazing advisory boards be 
ended, and that the uses of grazing fee re
ceipts be broadened. 

This amendment would make those 
changes, and so I support it and I urge its ap
proval. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KYL). 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op
position to the Synar grazing fee 
amendment. 

Under the guise of raising grazing 
fees to market rates, the amendment 
will really have just one result: It will 
drive grazing off of public lands alto
gether because the rates will be raised 
so high that they will neither be realis
tic in the marketplace, nor affordable. 

If this House is going to make such a 
significant change in multiple-use pol
icy, then the people who are most af
fected should at least be given the op
portunity to make their case in the ap
propriate committee, the Interior Com
mittee. This amendment is nothing 
more than an end-run of the process 
that denies people-people who stand 
to lose their livelihoods-a fair and full 
opportunity to make their case. 

Mr. Chairman, the fact is, cattlemen 
make a valuable contribution to the 
stewardship of public lands. Wildlife 
populations are positively impacted 
when they construct and maintain 
water developments. Land manage
ment agencies would be hard pressed to 
provide such improvements for wildlife 
on their own. 

People in the cattle industry are 
hard-working and productive members 
of our community, adding over $95 mil
lion in gross income to the economy of 
my congressional district in Arizona 
alone. They pay their fair share of 
taxes. They are not looking for a hand
out. 

Moreover, if public lands are put off
limits to grazing-as will surely hap
pen if the language of this amendment 
is enacted-we should not kid ourselves 
that we will be saving taxpayers 
money. We will cost the Treasury 
money because ranchers will neither be 
paying grazing fees nor taxes when 
they are put out of business. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
end-run of the process. Let the people 
have the chance to make their case to 
the Interior Committee. Don't put 

them out of business without at least 
giving them a fair chance. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
agree with either side here, there are 
those who think there should be zero
increase, those who in the Synar 
amendment want 400-percent increase. 

I think the subcommittee had a rea
sonable beginning of 30 percent, and 
that, along with the 46 percent already 
in effect, makes sense. 

I would hope that in the conference 
we can come out with a reasonable 
number that will allow the cattle in
dustry to be treated fairly, but also the 
Government. I think the 30 percent was 
a fair amount as a beginning but the 
authorizing committee objected to it 
in the Committee on Rules and turned 
around and did not object to a 400-per
cent increase. To me that is not a fair 
amount either. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. DARDEN]. 

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to say to my good friend, the gen
tleman from Ohio, that I think his 
point is well taken. I want to thank 
him for his support for this same 
amendment last year and would re
spectfully ask that he continue to sup
port us this year. 

Mr. REGULA. If the gentleman will 
yield, I supported Synar last year in an 
effort to get the issue of grazing fees to 
conference. However this year the sub
committee provided a 3Q-percent in
crease in our bill which is a reasonable 
amount. 

I cannot support a 400-percent in
crease when we had what was correct, 
and that was 30 percent. I would hope 
in conference we can moderate what
ever is done to reach a fair number of 
30 percent. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. LAROCCO]. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Chairman, when I 
came to this body, like most Members 
here, I saw committees that were ger
mane to the areas that I represent. 

My district in the State of Idaho is 
owned 66 percent by the Federal Gov
ernment, so we have a lot of land man
agement problems. We interface every 
day with the land management agen
cies in this country, and I wanted to 
come to this body, and I wanted to 
work on the forestry issues, the water 
issues, the grazing issues, the nuclear 
waste issues, and, yes, on the spotted 
owl and the endangered species issues 
and the salmon issue that is facing us 
right now. 

I am working hard on these issues. I 
want to work hard in committee. I 
have not been given a chance to work 
on this grazing fee issue. 

My former boss, Senator Frank 
Church, helped put together the Public 
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Rangelands Improvement Act back in 
the 1970's. Why did they do that at that 
time? Why did they forge a coalition of 
conservationists and ranchers? Because 
they needed to improve the deteriorat
ing rangeland situation. 

It has not been proven in any of the 
debate that we have heard at this time 
on the floor in the well of this House 
that the rangelands in the United 
States are deteriorating. So that the 
program that we set into place in the 
late 1970's is, indeed, working, and no
body has made that point, that PRIA, 
as it is now known, is working, and 
that it is a market-oriented price 
structure. 

I now hear on the floor of this House, 
yesterday during the rule debate, and 
today, when you go to the debate tab, 
you pull out the big-oil argument. I 
cannot believe it, and I say to my col
leagues on this side of the aisle that if 
you want to take a shot at big oil, you 
are going to take a shot at my neigh
bors in Idaho, and I can tell you that 
the only stock that they have is not 
traded on the New York Stock Ex
change. It is what they raise on the 
public lands of Idaho in a very respon
sible way. 

I would say reject the Synar amend
ment, which is a meat-ax approach. Let 
us go back to the committee where it 
belongs. Let us discuss this in open de
bate. 

I would say that if we really want to 
take meaty matters to the floor of the 
House, let us take the Endangered Spe
cies Act, as much as this really im
pacts the people of Idaho. I say let us 
vote no on the Synar amendment. Let 
us bring common sense to this formula. 

Mr. Chairman, like many Members in this 
body, one of the first things I did as a new 
Member was to gain seats on committees rel
evant to the special concerns of my district. I 
was fortunate to be elected to the Interior 
Committee. The Interior Committee plays an 
important role in my State of Idaho, where 66 
percent of the State is owned by the Federal 
Government. Two out of every three acres is 
under Federal control. 

Federal land grazing is a vital part of the 
economy of Idaho and the West. Nearly 90 
percent of the beef cows raised in Idaho 
spend at least part of the year on Federal 
land. Livestock represents a $570 million in
dustry to Idaho and a $9.2 billion industry for 
the 13 Western States. As a matter of fact, 
until last year, cattle pumped more money into 
Idaho's economy than its most famous prod
uct, potatoes. 

Currently, there are a number of bills before 
the Interior Committee addressing the man
agement of our Federal rangelands and the 
fee structure charged to grazers. The commit
tee is in the process of sorting through this 
legislation and arriving at the best solution that 
balances protection of our rangelands with the 
need to provide economic stability for our rural 
communities. 

One of the commonsense solutions being 
considered would codify the Public Range
lands Improvement Act, or PRIA. This legisla-

tion was originally proposed by my mentor, the 
late Senator Frank Church and ultimately 
signed into law. In creating a practical solution 
that addressed the problem of deteriorating 
rangelands, Senator Church and the Congress 
relied on the best tool of all, common sense. 
In fact, PRIA was such a good solution that it 
enjoyed the support of groups as diverse as 
the Wyoming Sierra Club and Wilderness So
ciety, in addition to the Farm Bureau and the 
National Cattlemen. The truth is PRIA works 
and has been working for the past 13 years 
for two reasons: 

First, the PRIA formula is market oriented. It 
creates a fair market value for livestock graz
ing on public lands that is variable on a yearly 
basis according to production costs, market 
prices, and private land lease rates. Thus, 
when beef prices are high and ranchers can 
afford to pay higher fees, the fee increases. It 
offers cattle and sheep grazers, and the rural 
communities that depend on them, economic 
stability. 

Second, PRIA has accomplished exactly 
what it was designed to do when it was cre
ated in 1978. The Public Rangelands Improve
ment Act has been instrumental in improving 
the Nation's public rangelands. This fact is 
demonstrated by a 1990 Bureau of Land Man
agement study that found that the current 
trend is stable to improving on more than 87 
percent of the public rangelands. Clearly, 
under PRIA, our rangelands are in better 
shape now than they have been in a very long 
time. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, this debate is 
not being considered in objective terms. Some 
are falsely claiming that Federal land grazing 
constitutes a Government subsidy. I disagree. 
If you have ever been out West and have 
seen the differences in quality between public 
and private land, you will see the saying "you 
get what you pay for" certainly applies. The 
current Federal fee is $1.97 per animal unit 
month or AUM, compared to $8 to $12 per 
AUM on private land. Yes, on the face of it, it 
appears to be a subsidy. However, a careful 
examination of the differences between public 
and private rangeland makes it clear that no 
subsidy is involved. To better illustrate this, I 
am enclosing with my statement a copy of a 
study by Dr. Darwin Nielsen of Utah State Uni
versity that shows the total breakdown of fee 
and nonfee costs. 

As one can determine from the study, the 
principal difference is that the public land graz
er is faced with many more obstacles than his 
private grazing counterpart. He must deal with 
higher animal, water, herding, and travel 
costs. In addition, he must share the BLM land 
with others who take advantage of the rec
reational opportunities of public land. In fact, if 
the total costs are taken into consideration, 
the public land grazer often ends up paying 
more than the private land grazer. 

The point is, Mr. Chairman, we are being 
asked today to vote on a 400-percent increase 
in the Federal grazing fee. We are being 
asked to radically alter the entire management 
procedures of our public rangeland. These is
sues will have far-reaching consequences that 
affect our public rangeland, Western rural 
economies, and ranchers. This is being done 
without hearings, without committee or sub-

committee consent, without any authorizing 
language at all. 

I oppose the Synar amendment as a West
erner and a Member of Congress vitally inter
ested in the legislative process. I ask that 
Congress let the Interior Committee-the au
thorizing committee-hold hearings, gather 
data, and produce thoughtful, credible legisla
tion that will solve this issue. Please vote no 
on the Synar amendment and let the Interior 
Committee do its job. 

Exhibit 3 
Comparison of Operating Costs Per AUM on 

Public Land Ranch Versus Private Land 
Ranch Units 
This table, following the Federal Stand

ards established in the 1966 Fee Study, up
dates the 1966 results to 1990 values. 

TOTAL GRAZING COSTS ON OPERATIONS USING FEDERAL 
GRAZING PERMITS & PRIVATE LEASES 

Operation 

lost animals ................................ .. 
Association fees .. .. ........................ . 
Veterinary ................................ .. .... . 
Moving livestock to and from ...... . 
Herding within operation .............. . 
Salt and feed ............................ ... .. 
Travel to and from operation ...... .. 
Water (production items) .............. . 
Horse ............................................. . 
Fence maintenance ............... ... .... .. 
Water maintenance ............. ......... .. 
Development depreciation ............ . 
Other ................................. ........ .... . 

Total ............................... .. 
Federal grazing fee: 1990 .......... .. . 
Private forage value (includes les

sor's overhead and risk): 1990 

Total operating costs P/ 
AUM .. .......... ................. . 

Capitalized cost of grazing per-
mit1 .................... .......... .. .. ....... .. 

Total costs ....................... . 

Federal grazing Private leases permits 

$1.82 $1.12 
.27 ......... .. .... ........ ,:53 
.45 

1.11 1.16 
1.86 .77 
2.32 3.09 
1.49 1.19 
.27 .20 
.so .31 
.89 .92 
.69 .55 
.37 .10 
.44 .47 

-----------------------------
12.48 10.41 
1.81 ............................. 

. .......... .. ................ 4.35 

14.29 14.79 

3.25 
-----------------------------

17.54 14.79 

11nternal Revenue Service valuation of grazing permit at $850 per animal 
unit month; Montana, 1980. Capitalized cost is calculated using 8 percent 
as the long term rate of return as in the 1988 fee study. (850/12x8 
percent=3.2Sl 

Note.-Actual out of pocket cost equals ranch unit purchase price di
vided by 12 months, and multiplied by the long term cost of money. That is, 
($1 ,000/12=$83.33x10%=$8.3 per UAM; Dr. Fowler, NMSUl. 

Source: Dr. Darwin Nielsen, Utah State University. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. BREWSTER]. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. BREWSTER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. BREWSTER] is rec
ognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
guess it is kind of unusual to get a 
minute from each side, but I certainly 
appreciate my colleague. the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR], 
for allowing that, and the gentleman 
from New Mexico as well. 

But I feel like I have something to 
offer on this particular amendment. I 
have been in the cattle business since 
1968. Oklahoma has less than 2 percent 
of our land that is Federal land. 

Oklahoma is not involved in this. But 
I understand the issue. I understand it 
completely. I have sold a lot of cattle 
to the people in the Western States, 
and I know a lot of them and how they 
operate. 

As you might guess, $1.97 per month 
figures out to be $23.64 a year, I say to 
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the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. DAR
DEN] that cattlemen in the Western 
States pay on their cows. I called a 
bunch of realtors in Oklahoma today 
and did some checking around. 

You can run a cow on private land in 
Oklahoma for $25-$40 a year, so I can 
tell you that the fairness question is 
not there. 

It is fair now. So it is not something 
that we have to worry about. 

In addition, on private land you do 
not have multiple use. You do not have 
trespassers. You do not have people in 
there, and you frequently have good 
fences and very good sheds. 

I would hope that we did not look at 
it any other way than the fact that is 
is fair now. 

Twenty percent of the Federal land 
goes unused today because people can
not make money on it at the $1.97 
level. 

I am not sure what the intent of the 
amendment is. I cannot say the intent 
is "Cattle free by 1993" or any of those 
things. I do not know. But I can tell 
you what the result will be. The result 
will be there will not be cattle grazed 
on that land. The result will be about 
30 percent of the cow herd of this Na
tion will be gone. The result will be an 
increase in the price of food. The result 
will be a loss of about $150 million a 
year that cattlemen are paying now for 
the use of that property. 

0 1750 

I would hope that we could consider 
the consumer in this. I would hope we 
would consider we do not want to im
port food as we import oil today. I 
think it is important that we do that. 

I urge Members to vote "no" on the 
Synar amendment. It certainly makes 
sense to vote that way. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered by 
my good friend and fellow Oklahoman, MIKE 
SYNAR, would prove to be a disaster not only 
to those ranchers and their families who utilize 
the grazing program, but in the long run this 
amendment would be detrimental to the beef 
industry throughout the country. 

While the present permit fee may be lower 
than the average leasing fee for private range
lands, the other attendant costs incurred by 
permittees to actually utilize the grazing re
source-to provide water, fencing, transpor
tation, and so forth-pushes the overall costs 
of public grazing well in excess of those in
volved in leasing private rangelands. Having 
been in the cattle business most of my life, I 
can tell you those costs are substantial, and a 
significant increase in grazing fees would re
sult in large numbers of cattle either going to 
market or a large number of producers com
peting for private pasture. Either result is det
rimental to the beef industry through de
creased prices or higher production costs. You 
don't have to be an economist to realize that 
those reasons alone would drive current per
mittees off the public lands and, in many 
cases, out of the livestock business. 

My colleague raises the issue of comparing 
various State fees to the current Federal graz-

ing fees. That is certainly unfair since in most 
all of those cases better rangelands exists, 
better services are provided by the States, 
and there are greater availabilities of water to 
the producers. Let's not compare apples and 
oranges. If the real driving force behind this 
effort is to achieve "Cattle free by 93" on putr 
lie rangelands for environmental purposes, 
then we should consider every cattleman in 
America, whether they graze on public or pri
vate rangelands, under indictment for choos
ing to produce livestock as their livelihood and 
that of their families. 

The U.S. Forest Service maintains that 20 
percent of public grazing permits and allot
ments go unused by ranchers, in part because 
of the high costs associated with their use. If 
this is the case, I don't think we want to turn 
that number into 50 or 60 percent. In a time 
when we are looking at significant trade defi
cits, and a budget deficit growing out of con
trol, I feel as though we should be looking to
ward utilizing our resources here at home to 
increase our market strength worldwide. How 
can this be achieved by continually gouging 
our own producers, and especially the Amer
ican beef producer, the largest producer of 
beef in the world? 

Mr. Chairman, the present grazing fee for
mula was worked out after long years of de
bate and negotiations involving agriculture, en
vironmental groups, Congress, and the execu
tive branch. It is fair to all concerned and has 
worked well for the Government, agriculture, 
the environment, and the consumer, and I 
urge my colleagues to look beyond regional 
differences, look to those beef producers who 
make a considerable contribution to the U.S. 
economy, and vote "no" on the Synar amend
ment. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 30 seconds not to take issue 
with my dear freshman colleague from 
Oklahoma [Mr. BREWSTER]. It will have 
to be more than 2 percent of an indus
try that could potentially be elimi
nated if everything were to happen as 
they predict, to have an impact on the 
cattle industry in this country. 

Second, to run cattle in our great 
State of Oklahoma is not $23 per year. 
It averages out to $109.93 based on the 
appraisal that our Federal Government 
does throughout our country. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DE LA GARZA], chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my distinguished colleague for 
yielding me this time. 

I rise in opposition to the Synar 
amendment for one simple reason, Mr. 
Chairman. Members can point out to 
the millionaire that got some mon~y 
from the Government in housing, in 
transportation, in the airlines, and ev
erything, but here I am speaking for 
the consumer. Members will disrupt 
the line or the chain of supply to the 
consumer. 

We have been there before. We have 
to go begging to Australia, to New Zea
land, to send beef. It is not only the 
beef, but it is the multiplicity of the 

other parts of the beef, the hides and 
everything else. 

Even as unimportant as this may 
sound, just to say that we will charge 
them a little more, that is not nec
essarily it, because some of them are at 
the breaking point. They are really 
taking care of the patrimony, and we 
will disrupt the chain of supply to the 
consumer. So as a consumer vote on 
this issue, vote "no." 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. Stallings]. 

Mr. STALLINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the Synar amend
ment. I oppose this amendment for two 
reasons. 

First, I believe it represents an end
run around the authorizing process. 
The National Parks and Public Lands 
Subcommittee has held a number of 
hearings on this issue over the last few 
years. It has not passed this legislation 
and the full House should not do so now 
by legislating on an appropriations 
bill. Second, this amendment would be 
an onerous burden to western permit
tees, who view it as a raise of some 500 
percent over the current price. 

I have long maintained that the cur
rent fee system that was first man
dated by Congress as part of the Public 
Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 is 
fair to both the grazing permittees and 
the Federal Government. 

The Federal grazing fee is deter
mined by a formula set by Congress in 
1978 with bipartisan support, including 
that of the Carter administration. The 
formula was later extended by Presi
dent Reagan by Executive order and 
has since been upheld in Federal court. 

The current fee is based on market 
conditions, and goes up or down de
pending on three market variables that 
are measured by the Government each 
year: Private lease rates, beef cattle 
prices, and production costs in 11 West
ern States. 

It is a reflection of market value be
cause of the additional costs incurred 
by a producer in running cattle on pub
lic lands. Federal permittees must bear 
many additional nonfee costs not borne 
by private lessees. Public rangelands 
are less productive for feed, allowing 
lower carrying capacities. Transpor
tation costs are greater, water hauling, 
fence repair, doctoring of sick animals, 
and protection from predators all are 
costs paid by the producer and must be 
recognized in any comparison of fees 
for public versus private grazing costs. 

Studies show that when these addi
tional costs are added to the Federal 
grazing fee, the cost of grazing on pub
lic lands equals or surpasses private 
lease rates. 

Western States, including my own 
State of Idaho, can offer substantial 
proof that the public grazing system is 
a vital part of their economic vitality, 
as well as being an organized program 
to manage public lands. 
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0 1800 Mr. Chairman, the vast majority of 

the 31,000 ranchers who graze cattle 
and sheep on western public lands run 
small, family owned operations. They 
simply cannot afford this kind of in
crease. These are not corporations; 
these are ranches which have been in 
the family for generations, and this 
amendment will put them out of busi
ness. Let's keep that in mind when we 
vote to increase the Federal fees more 
than 500 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this op
portunity to speak today and I encour
age my colleagues to reject this 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR] has 5 min
utes remaining and the gentleman 
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] has 71/2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DOOLITTLE]. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment undermines multiple use of 
the public lands, reduces revenue to 
the Treasury, and puts thousands of 
hardworking people out of business. 

The proponents of this amendment 
have admitted that there is a 32-per
cent differential over the last 10 years 
between the price of grazing on private 
land and what is being charged for the 
public lands. Why, then, are we charg
ing a 400-percent increase, 121h times 
what the differential is? It smacks of 
mathematics that we see around here 
in other pieces of legislation that this 
House passes. 

Mr. Chairman, the recognized au
thorities have indicated even a lOO-per
cent increase in the grazing fees will 
result in 50 percent less land being 
leased from the public. 

This amendment is antipeople. It is 
anti-multiuse of the public lands, and 
it is detrimental to the Treasury. I 
urge its defeat. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to notify the chairman and the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
SKEEN] that we are down to the last 
three speakers, including the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. DARDEN], the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
ATKINS], and myself. We will close with 
these speakers dividing the remaining 5 
minutes among us. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. HERGER]. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to this amendment. 
This drastic measure would raise graz
ing fees by over 400 percent, which 
would devastate our rural economies in 
the West which are already suffering 
high unemployment. 

This proposal purports to save tax
payer dollars by raising grazing fees for 
a few supposedly large western ranch
ers. In fact, an estimated 31,000 small, 
family ranchers depend on access to 
public lands for their economic sur-

vival. Moreover, the current grazing 
fee system already covers the cost of 
our range program for livestock, and 
our Federal agencies estimate that we 
will actually lose revenue if grazing 
fees are drastically raised, and grazing 
on Federal land is reduced. 

It is important to note that livestock 
grazing has numerous environmental 
benefits for public lands. Controlled 
grazing helps manage and prevent 
wildfires, and also provides open space 
for many species of wildlife. In fact, 
the Bureau of Land Management has 
stated that public rangelands are in 
better condition today than at any 
time since the beginning of this cen
tury. 

The current grazing fee structure is 
designed to raise or lower the fees ac
cording to economic conditions, such 
as market prices for livestock, produc
tion costs, and forage values. In the 
last 4 years, this formula has actually 
raised grazing fees on its own by 46 per
cent. As such, current law is working, 
and as the old saying goes, "if it ain't 
broke, don't fix it." 

I strongly urge my colleagues to vote 
against the Synar amendment. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

I want to answer some of what I 
think are distortions and outright ex
aggerations about this whole issue. 
First of all, I am going to argue the 
point that there is no subsidy here, and 
there is nothing to argue about. 

I will call my first witness, and I will 
call Cy Jamison from the Bureau of 
Land Management, the Director who 
testified before our committee that, in 
fact, it only costs $1.66 per annual unit 
month to cover the cost of grazing live
stock on public ranges. 

Now, the permittee pays $1.97. That 
means that the cattleman are paying 
the Treasury $1.5 million more than 
necessary to cover the costs of operat
ing the range for livestock. Where is 
the subsidy? Here is exactly the proof 
in this chart: $1.66 and $1.97. 

Second witness. If there is a subsidy, 
that means that the private people are 
paying much less than the public peo
ple, grazing on Federal ranges, and 
somehow there is a subsidy. If we look 
at this, obviously in the sense of $1.97 
per annual unit month on public lands, 
and $10.41 on private lands, we would 
say that there is a great subsidy here. 
Where do they get $60, $90, $150 million? 
That is what we are doing. 

Let me suggest to Members that 
when we add all the costs of renting on 
public ranges, adding only $1.81 which 
was last year's charge, by the way. It 
costs $14.29 to run on public range, and 
it costs $10.41 to run on private ranges. 
Therefore, it costs more to run on pub
lic range at $1.81, not $1.97. 

Where, my friends, is the subsidy? 
There is no subsidy here. 

Then 73 percent of the land is going 
downhill, is deteriorating, of our public 
lands? Just the opposite. The Bureau of 
Land Management estimates that 73 
percent of the public range is either in
creasing in its forage program or it is 
in average to excellent condition. 

In fact, last year 7 million acres were 
added, reclassified as good to excellent 
in the BLM categories. Therefore, the 
graph is up. Range lands are improving 
in the West and have been for 30 years. 

If that is not enough of an example 
for you, what would be the test of im
proving public ranges? A lot of us are 
wildlife enthusiasts. A lot of people 
enjoy the public lands. What is happen
ing on public lands in the last 30 years? 
Let me tell you. Here are the details of 
wildlife increases: 

Antelope are up 112 percent. 
Bighorn sheep are up, 435 percent in

creases. 
Deer are up, 30 percent increase in 

numbers. 
Elk are up 782 percent. I love to hunt 

elk. 
Moose are up 476 percent. 
Does that indicate deteriorating pub

lic lands? These are numbers of wildlife 
on public lands only. 

That kinds of record performance, 
coming from decimated public lands? I 
do not think so. 

I want to answer some of these ques
tions about the Grace Commission. In 
1984 the Grace Commission indeed said 
that we ought to raise grazing fees to 
recover the cost to the Government for 
grazing animals on public lands. We do 
have at $1.97 the costs and more of rais
ing cattle on public lands. 

In 1984 the Grace Commission did not 
see a $1.97 grazing fee. They saw $1.41. 
The grazing fee has come up 40 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask you to analyze 
these facts, to vote against the Synar 
amendment, because it does not make 
any sense. This is not a subsidy and do 
not let anybody fool you about it. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. DARDEN]. 

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Chairman, again I 
want to commend the primary sponsor 
of this amendment, the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR] for his 
statesmanship and courage in bringing 
this issue forward today, as unpopular 
as it might be in the Western States. 

I would say to answer my friend, the 
gentleman from Oregon, that if this 
grazing fee situation is so good for 
wildlife, why does the National Wildlife 
Federation, the National Audubon So
ciety and all wildlife groups support a 
raise in grazing fees? 

A vote for our amendment is a vote 
to protect the environment. It is sup
ported by the League of Conservation 
Voters, the Sierra Club, the Public 
Lands Action Network. 
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A vote for our amendment is a vote 

for fiscal responsibility. Our amend
ment is supported by the National Tax
payers Union, the Council for Citizens 
Against Government Waste, and Citi
zens for a Sound Economy. 

Finally, a vote for our amendment is 
a vote for fairness and free enterprise. 

Mr. Chairman, let us put an end to 
the subsidy. Vote for the Synar amend
ment. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. ATKINS]. 

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
favor of the Synar amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard quite a 
vision this afternoon in this debate, a 
vision of a bovine apocalypse. This hor
rendous situation, and we have just 
seen the charts, if this amendment 
passes the deer and the antelope will 
no longer roam. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, what we are 
talking about here is the most sacred 
of sacred cows. We are talking about 
1.6 million people who raise cattle in 
this country, only 26,000 of them, less 
than 2 percent, get the special advan
tage of this subsidy, this multimillion
dollar subsidy, and of that group 90 
percent of the benefit goes to the larg
est corporations in America. It goes to 
the oil companies. It goes to hobby 
farmers and very wealthy individuals. 

Now, we have heard that if we raise 
this fee, it is 400 percent. Of course, it 
is 400 percent, because for 50 years they 
have kept it well below market value. 

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that the 
Synar amendment does pass. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the remaining 30 seconds that I have to 
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
RICHARDSON]. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the Synar amend
ment to increase grazing fees on Forest 
Service and Bureau of Land Manage
ment [BLM] lands. As with many 
States in the West, New Mexico is very 
rural and comprised of a great amount 
of public lands. 

However, the ranchers that use pub
lic lands in my district and across the 
State are mostly small family opera
tors with fewer than 100 head of cattle. 
My constituent mail has run 336 to 5 in 
opposition to increasing grazing fees. 
Most of those people run subsistence 
operations, with slim profit margins 
that are greatly affected by market 
forces and production and improve
ment costs. As a result, we have wit
nessed many farms and ranches go 
bankrupt in recent years. Changes in 
the grazing fee formula cannot be ab
sorbed by small operators in my dis
trict. 

As you know, the Interior Sub
committee on National Parks and Pub
lic Lands, of which I am a member, has 
held hearings on grazing fees. I believe 
the overriding issue at stake here is 
how to better protect and perpetuate 

our public rangelands. This cannot be 
accomplished through a massive in
crease in grazing fees which provides 
no assurance of increased protection or 
better management of public lands. In
stead, we must focus on strict enforce
ment of regulations against unauthor
ized grazing, watershed improvements, 
and providing adequate control of deer, 
elk, and other wildlife species where it 
is warranted. Like all natural re
sources, our range resources must be 
conserved so that they can provide 
multiple uses now and in the future. 

Mr. Chairman, this will take innova
tive management-not a drastic in
crease in the grazing fee formula. I 
urge my colleagues to oppose the 
Synar amendment. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the remaining time. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, let me con
gratulate all my colleagues for the ex
cellent and high level of debate we 
have had today. I think it has im
proved substantially from last year. 

During the last 60 minutes we have 
heard really basically three arguments 
in respect to why you should oppose 
the Synar amendment. 

The first is that these are family
owned operations and that we are 
going to hurt the family farms and 
ranches in the Western United States. I 
think my colleague, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, addressed that di
rectly when he pointed out, without re
futing evidence, that 10 percent of all 
the grazing permittees in this country 
control about 90 percent of the grazing 
land in this country. He pointed to the 
oil companies, the foreign interests, 
the insurance companies and the large 
landowners who are really benefiting 
from this grazing subsidy which we ad
dress today. 

The second argument we heard in op
position to the Synar amendment is 
that we will run people out of business 
and we will run them off the land. 

Well, if it means running off oil com
panies and insurance companies and 
multimillionaires and doctors and law
yers, maybe it is long overdue; but the 
fact of the matter is that in the State 
of New Mexico they doubled the graz
ing fee on their State lands from $2 to 
$4 and they did not lose one grazing 
permittee because of that raise. 

As recently as last month in the 
great State of Montana, a farmer and 
rancher bid $29 per A UM for a piece of 
land on State property and was de
feated at the auction. So I think this 
scare is not legitimate. 

The final argument I heard, and that 
was from the gentleman from Texas, 
the chairman of the Agriculture Com
mittee, was that it will disrupt the 
market and it will destroy the chain of 
supply for customers. Let us be real. If 
2 percent of an industry which is in its 
best shape and health is going to de
stroy an industry, I would like to know 
what the other 98 percent is going to 
do. 

You know, for the last 9 years I have 
had the privilege of serving as the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on En
vironment, Energy and Natural Re
sources of the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. For 9 years I have 
studied every report, from BLM, from 
the Forest Service, from the GAO, from 
professors, from everyone in these 
United States, and not once in those 9 
years have they ever come to the con
clusion that the opponents of the 
Synar amendment have come to. They 
have come on exactly the opposite. 

Even with that, I was not satisfied. I 
went one more time back to the schol
ars to find out, to accumulate all the 
information, so that we could make a 
final decision based on the facts. 

The facts are clear. Two percent of 
the cattle industry benefit from a sub
sidy of $150 million a year; 650 million 
dollars' worth of taxpayer money has 
been lost subsidizing this industry in 
this small form. It is time for reform. 
Vote "yes" on the Synar amendment. 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I find 
myself, in this instance, opposing people with 
whom I normally agree and agreeing with 
some people I normally oppose. I do so be
cause I believe the question of raising grazing 
fees or adjusting the Public Rangelands Im
provement Act formula is best addressed in 
the Interior Committee and the Agriculture 
Committee, and not incorporated as an 
amendment on the floor. If adjustments to the 
PRIA formula are necessary, they should be 
developed through informed debate and hear
ings before the appropriate committees-not 
the Appropriations Committee. 

There are aspects of the amendment which 
make some sense to me. For example, the 
amendment calls for the abolition of grazing 
boards, which currently serve primarily as 
spokesmen for the cattle industry and rarely 
emphasize other values of the public lands. 
But I cannot support the accompanying draco
nian raise in grazing fees. Quadrupling grazing 
fees within 5 years would unnecessarily and 
unfairly put ranchers out of business-people 
whose livelihoods and culture depend on the 
land, and whose contributions to the American 
economy are very important. 

If cattle or sheep are overgrazing the land, 
and they are, in places, it is intellectually more 
honest, not to mention better legislative proc
ess, to address the problem through additional 
protective regulations instead of simply pricing 
ranchers out of existence. We have taken 
steps in that direction already with our work in 
the Interior Committee on Reauthorization of 
the Bureau of Land Management. 

If we are really concerned, as has been im
plied during this debate, with corporate ranch
ers and wealthy ranchers who are accused of 
abusing the system, why don't we craft a re
sponse which protects the small family ranch
er and eliminates the alleged subsidy for the 
wealthy or corporate ranchers, much as we 
have done with subsidies for public water in 
our recent debate over reclamation reform? 
But this kind of rational solution will take time 
and hearings and cannot be dealt with sum
marily on the House floor during debate on an 
appropriations bill. The Synar amendment, al-
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though well-intended, is the wrong approach 
to a very complicated issue and I urge its de
feat. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to the Synar amendment to H.R. 2686, 
the Interior appropriations bill. 

There is a notion now gaining currency 
amongst my colleagues that the Federal policy 
of permitting grazing of cattle on public lands 
represents a subsidy to ranchers. However at
tractive, this notion is simply untrue. 

Consider the case of Utah where 69 percent 
of the State is under Federal ownership and 
livestock production is the largest single agri
cultural enterprise. There, as proponents of 
the Synar amendment are quick to point out, 
the average fee for one animal unit month 
[AUM] on public lands is $1.97. On private 
lands the grazing fee may be as high as $8 
or $9 per AUM. On this one comparison 
hangs the whole argument that grazing fees 
on public lands constitute a subsidy to ranch
ers. 

Well, as any rancher will tell you the real 
story runs much deeper than that. First, the 
true cost to a rancher includes fee as well as 
nonfee costs. Nonfee costs, including lost ani
mals, veterinarian costs, herding, travel, salt
ing, and feeding, are typically much higher on 
public lands. Whereas on private land the 
rancher is usually provided with many of these 
services when he pays the fee, on public land 
the rancher bears these costs himself. As a 
result, the fee costs are not strictly corn
parable. Moreover, the rancher who grazes on 
public lands must accommodate a number of 
other public lands uses and must comply with 
a welter of Federal regulations. The private 
rancher generally enjoys exclusive use of the 
land and faces none of these Federal regula
tions. 

In the case of Utah then, the average 
nonfee costs for public land grazing through 
January 1990 totaled $12.48 per AUM, for a 
total fee and nonfee cost to the rancher of 
$14.45 per AUM. In contrast, the average 
nonfee costs for private land grazing in Utah 
are $1 0.41, for a combined fee-exclusive of 
nonfee services provided by private land
owners-and nonfee cost of $14.76. Per AUM 
then, the value of grazing fees on public and 
private land are roughly equivalent. As a re
sult, on Utah BLM lands approximately 
250,000 AUM's are regularly in voluntary 
nonuse out of the total active preference 
AUM's of 1 ,324,746. Who ever heard of a 
government subsidy that was 
undersubscribed? On this basis alone I would 
urge my colleagues to reject the Synar 
amendment to raise grazing fees over 400 
percent. 

On procedural grounds too, the Synar 
amendment is ill-considered. The framers of 
the amendment would have this body think 
that the issue is a simple one-in fact, it's far 
from that. The issue itself is far broader than 
the fee or even nonfee costs. There are broad 

issues of public policy for the cattle industry 
and the nature of our public lands. The Interior 
Committee is the proper forum for these dis
cussions. The committee held hearings on this 
issue this year and has not seen fit to move 
legislation to increase grazing fees. An hour of 
debate on an appropriations bill is a poor sub
stitute for the Interior Committee's judgment, 
and I urge my colleagues to reject the Synar 
amendment on these grounds as well. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, what the pro
ponents of this proposed massive increase in 
the public land grazing fees consistently fail to 
acknowledge, is the fact that the private land 
grazing fees to which they so readily compare 
the public land fees, incorporate other costs 
which the public land permittee advances out 
of his own pocket for additional grazing neces
sities, but which are not provided by the Fed
eral Government. However, on private grazing 
lands, these additional services are normally 
figured into what then becomes the logically 
higher fee for private lands. 

Were these additional costs not calculated 
in the private land grazing fee, and left to the 
permittee to provide, the price of the private 
versus public lands fees would be essentially 
the same. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to include in my 
remarks for the RECORD, an article written by 
Darwin Nielsen, an economist at Utah State 
University, that shows clearly the specific addi
tional costs that are borne by the public land 
permittee, but not borne by the private land 
permittee. Mr. Nielsen's article appeared in the 
January 14, 1991, Western Livestock Journal. 

This analysis demonstrates clearly that if the 
public land grazing fee portion of a ranchers' 
total grazing costs is increased to $8.70/AUM, 
as proposed by Mr. SYNAR, the livestock will 
surely be driven from the public lands. Of 
course, that is the true end result of what the 
supporters of this amendment seek to achieve 
in such a cavalier manner. 
[From the Western Livestock Journal, Jan. 

14, 1991] 
TOTAL COST OF GRAZING PUBLIC LANDS 

(By Darwin B. Nielsen) 
Most discussions of grazing fees only con

sider the amount of money actually trans
ferred from one party to another in the 
transaction. This is especially true in the 
politics of federal land grazing fees. For ex
ample, those who want fees increased com
pare the $1.81 (1990 fee) per AUM (Animal 
Unit Month) with $10-$12 per AUM for some 
private leases they have heard about. Thus, 
the argument that western ranchers are 
being subsidized by the government. There is 
no one " perfect grazing fee" that all sides 
are searching for that will solve the problem. 
Each ranch has a unique amount it can af
ford to pay for an A UM of grazing depending 
on how efficient the ranch is and how much 
forage is needed to round-out the feed re
quirements (MVP of grazing). There is a wide 
assortment of lease arrangements that are 
entered into by buyers and sellers of range 

forage. At one extreme the landlord provides 
all land and livestock management services. 
At the other extreme the landlord requires 
the tenant to do all the land and livestock 
management services. The high fees quoted 
are associated with situations where the 
landlord provides most services plus the for
age required. A lower fee is paid where the 
tenant must pay the fee plus incur the 
nonfee costs associated with the use of the 
leased land. The important point is that 
rancher decisions are made on the total cost 
of grazing (fee and nonfee costs). Political 
decisions on federal land grazing should be 
based on the total cost of grazing to the per
mittee and the total cost of grazing com
parable private leased rangeland. Public 
grazing is characterized by rather low fees 
and high nonfee costs. 

In the 1966 study, fee and nonfee costs 
(total cost) were compared for public and 
private grazing lands that could substitute 
for one another. A study was undertaken at 
Oregon State University to update the 
nonfee costs of using public lands. However, 
this study did not cover all of the public land 
states. Another approach will provide a min
imum estimate of the magnitude of nonfee 
costs of using public lands. This can be done 
by updating the nonfee cost estimates made 
in 1966 by using index numbers. This meth
odology is valid if the assumption is made 
that the government does not require more 
management services of the permittee now 
than in 1966. Most public land permittees are 
required to perform more intensive levels of 
management in 1990 than in 1966; therefore, 
these costs have gone up in absolute terms. 
Since the exact cost of the increased require
ment for more fences , herding, moving, etc., 
is not known the indexed nonfee costs will be 
lower than actual current costs. 

In order to index the 1966 nonfee costs up 
to 1990, a two-stage system must be used 
since USDA has two base periods-1967=100 
and 1977=100. The 1966 nonfee costs were in
dexed to reflect 1977 values, these costs were 
then indexed up to 1990 using the 1977=100 
base. The results of this process is shown in 
Table 1. 

If the proposed fee presented to the 1990 
Congress is imposed in 1991 the total cost to 
public land permittees would be: 

$8.70/AUM fee cost. 
$12.29/AUM nonfee cost. 
$20.99/AUM total cost. 
If a Utah sheep rancher was faced with this 

total cost of grazing and used public land all 
year it would cost: 12 months x $21/month = 
$252/AU; 252/AU divided by 5 sheep/AU= $50.40 
per ewe. Assume a 100 percent lamb drop, a 
100 pound average weaning sales weight, and 
1990 lamb price of $50 per cwt. The total 
value produced per ewe lamb is less than the 
cost of grazing the animal for a year. The 
rancher would have the value of wool to pay 
all other costs. Cattle producers would be in 
better shape because of the higher calf prices 
but could not afford to pay the total cost of 
grazing at these rates. 

(Mr. Nielsen is an economist at Utah State 
University and is considered a leading au
thority on federal lands issues. ) 

TABLE I.-SUMMARY OF PUBLIC LAND FEE AND NONFEE COSTS FEE AND NONFEE COSTS OF GRAZING FEDERAL LANDS 
[Updated with January 1990 index numbers) 

Item 

lost animals ..... ......... ........................................................................................................................ ...... . 
Association fees ...................................................................................................................................... .. 
Veterinarian ............................ .................................................................................................................. . 
Moving livestock ............................................................................................... ................................... .... .. 
Herding .................................................................................................................. .... .............................. .. 

1966 1977 index 1990 index Nonfeed cost 

$0.60 $1.01 (1 .68) '1.80 Meat animals/prices received .......................................................................... . 
.08 .16 (2.00) 1.68 Production items ......................................... .. .................................................. .. 
.11 .25 (2.26) 1.79 Wage rates .. ..................................................................................................... . 
.24 .55 (2.30) 2.02 Autos & trucks + Wage rates .......................................... ................................ . 
.46 1.04 (2.26) 1.79 Wage rates ........ ............................................................................................... . 

Amount 

$1.82 
.27 
.45 

1.11 
1.86 
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TABLE I.-SUMMARY OF PUBLIC LAND FEE AND NONFEE COSTS FEE AND NONFEE COSTS OF GRAZING FEDERAL LANDS-Continued 

[Updated with January 1990 index numbers] 

1966 1977 index Item 1990 index Nonfeed CIISt Amount 

.56 1.18 (2.10) 

.32 .70 (2.18) 
Salting and feeding ................................................................. .................... ............................................. 1.77 Auto and truck+ feed .......................................•.............................................. 2.09 
Travel .......................................................................................•........................... ............. ........ ................. 2.18 Auto and truck + Fuel and energy ....................................................... ............ 1.53 

.08 .16(2.00) Water ......................................................................................................................................................... 1.68 Production items .......... ..................................................................................... .27 

.24 .55 (2.28) Fence maintenance ..•......................................... .. ............................ .................... .. ................................... 1.61 Wages + building and fencing ......................................................................... .89 

.16 30 (1.68) Horse cost •........................... .............................. ....................................................................................... 1.68 Feed ............................•............................................ .......................................... .50 

.19 .43 (2.28) 
.22 (2.00) 

Water maintenance ...................................................... ............................................................................. 1.61 Wages + building and fencing .............................•..•............................ .......... .. .69 
.11 
13 .26 (2.00) 

Devel. depreciation ....................................................................................................................... ..... ........ 1.68 Productions items ................................... ........................................................... .37 
Other costs ...•.................................. ...... ........................ ............................................................................ 1.68 Production items ............................................................................................... .44 --------------------

Total nonfee cost .....................•..... .................................................................................................. ..... 

I Indices taken from USDA, "Agricultural Prices," Washington, DC, ECllnomic and Statistics, and Cooperatives Service, Feb. 29, 1990. 
Note.-1990 fee costs: Forest Service, $1.81/AUM; BLM, $1.81;AUM. Total 1990 costs: Forest Service, $12.29+$1.81=$14.10; BLM, $12.29+$1.81=$14.10 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 232, noes 192, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Archer 
As pin 
Atkins 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Byron 
Campbell (CA) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Collins (!L) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (CA) 
Cox(IL) 
Coyne 
Crane 
Darden 
De Lauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Downey 
Dreier 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
Erdreich 

[Roll No. 194] 
AYES-232 

Evans 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank(MA) 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gordon 
Goss 
Gradison 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes(LA) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (MI) 

Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCrary 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moody 
Morella 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens (NY) 
Pallone 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Petri 
Pickett 
Po shard 
Price 
Raha.ll 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roemer 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 

Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sha.ys 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 

Alexander 
Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Anthony 
Armey 
AuCoin 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Brewster 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Bustamante 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CO) 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Coughlin 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
Dickinson 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dorgan (ND) 
Dornan (CA) 
Duncan 
Dymally 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 

Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 

NOES-192 
Espy 
Fields 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gaydos 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hubbard 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Jones (NC) 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 

Upton 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walker 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Martin 
Martinez 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McDade 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
Michel 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morrison 
Murtha. 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parker 
Paxon 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 
Quillen 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rose 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarpa.lius 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Shaw 

Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith (lA) 
Smith(OR) 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stearns 
Stenholm 

Gray 
Kolter 
Levine (CA) 

Stump 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Tallon 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thomas (WY> 
Traficant 

NOT VOTING-8 
Porter 
Pursell 
Rhodes 

0 1830 

Vander Jagt 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Weber 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 

Thornton 
Young (FL) 

12.29 

Mr. STEARNS changed his vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Messrs. JEFFERSON, McCRERY, 
SKAGGS, GALLO, and DIXON, Ms. 
OAKAR, Mr. GLICKMAN, and Mr. 
SLATTERY changed their vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there other 

amendments to title Ill? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UPTON 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. UPTON: Page 96, 

after line 25, add the following: 
SEC. 320. Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of this Act, each amount appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act that 
is not required to be appropriated or other
wise made available by a provision of law is 
reduced by 1.67 percent. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to limit debate on 
this amendment to 10 minutes, 5 min
utes for the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. UPTON] and 5 minutes for our side. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 2 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, we have heard a lot 

today about how this bill does not pay 
for the firefighting activities of the De
partment of the Interior Forest Serv
ice. 

Mr. Chairman, I am one more Mem
ber who thinks this bill seriously un
dermines last fall's budget agreement. 
Basically what our amendment does is 
this: Traditionally we have spent about 
one-half billion dollars every year on 
firefighting activities. It is my under
standing that the committee has de-
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cided to fund only about $300 million in 
the firefighting account, leaving the 
balance of the $200 million to be left for 
an urgent supplemental. 

As we looked at CBO and other agen
cies that have tried to predict what we 
will be spending on firefighting, they 
all agree we are going to spend about 
one-half billion dollars. So why not put 
that one-half billion dollars into this 
agreement, rather than playing hocus
pocus and various shell games? Why do 
we not say up front that in fact we are 
going to spend half a billion dollars, 
rather than transferring some of that 
money into other accounts within the 
bill? 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] and I have 
therefore offered an amendment to 
have an across-the-board cut of 1.6 per
cent. We hope those savings will later 
be used in the conference committee to 
in fact restore the firefighting ac
counts that otherwise have been re
duced. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
PENNY]. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to express grave concerns with 
the fiscal year 1992 Interior appropria
tions bill currently before the House. 
This legislation contains several provi
sions related to firefighting that clear
ly circumvent the letter and the spirit 
of the 1990 Budget Act. The committee 
has created emergency firefighting ac
counts in the Bureau of Land Manage
ment and the Forest Service, and the 
committee-reported bill has legislative 
language restricting the ability of the 
Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior 
to transfer appropriated funds to fight 
fires until the President declares an 
emergency-thereby freeing up a total 
of $213 million for firefighting activi
ties that the committee refuses to di
rectly appropriate. 

Historically, the Congress has appro
priated $500 million for firefighting. 
This year, however, rather than face 
tough choices, the committee reduced 
the firefighting appropriation to $311 
million, and they rigged the process to 
ensure the rest of the money-$213 mil
lion-will be spent. First, they set up 
emergency accounts, then the commit
tee restricts the ability of BLM and the 
Forest Service to use funds appro
priated for other purposes to fight 
fires, then the committee says to the 
President, in effect: If you want to 
spend the other $213 million appro
priated to fight fires you must declare 
an emergency. So, in effect, the com
mittee's bill breaches the discretionary 
caps under the Budget Act. This is the 
worst kind of game playing. The com
mittee takes funds from firefighting 
and spreads it around in the bill. 

Overall, the fiscal year 1992 Interior 
appropriation is up 9 percent from cur
rent-year spending. There certainly is 

room to find $213 million for firefight
ing given this level of increase. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the second 
emergency declaration in an appropria
tion measure this year. Two weeks ago, 
a $14.1 million item was included in the 
V A-HUD appropriation. Like the so
called emergency contained in the VA
HUD bill, the emergency provision in 
the Interior bill is phony and a blatant 
subversion of the budget agreement. 

The amendment I am cosponsoring 
with Mr. UPTON would impose a 1.67 
percent across-the-board reduction in 
discretionary accounts in this bill in 
order to free the needed funds for fire
fighting. This amendment, if adopted, 
would end the charade of requiring an 
emergency declaration for firefighting. 
We know the funds will be spent, so let 
us be honest, let us not play games, let 
us not sidestep the budget process, let 
us pass this amendment. It is the right 
thing to do. 

0 1840 
Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 

the balance of my time. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

I would simply point out that these 
are emergency funds that we are talk
ing about. There may or may not be an 
emergency. 

Second, the 1.6-percent will be cut on 
all the programs, such as the Indian 
programs, the Park Service, the BLM, 
and all the various projects that are in 
this bill. They are already short fund
ed. In addition, there is absolutely no 
assurance that the funds resulting 
from the 1.6-percent reduction would 
go to firefighting. 

There is nothing in this amendment 
that says that this cut in funding for 
some essential services for the agencies 
such as parks, BLM, and Forest Service 
would necessarily go into the firefight
ing. The funds would be generally 
available. 

What we have tried to do in con
structing this bill is to be as careful as 
possible in meeting the needs of the 
programs funded by the bill. I would 
point out that in outlays, we are actu
ally under last year's number. We are 
outlaying less money in this bill than 
was outlayed in the fiscal 1991 bill, and 
that is again part of the responsible ap
proach we tried to take in constructing 
this year's appropriation. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. MCMILLAN]. 

Mr. McMILLAN of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, I spoke earlier on this 
issue of firefighting funds, which clear
ly creates a scenario in which we auto
matically are going to bust budget caps 
the first time the President makes an 
emergency request for funds, which he 
surely will do, possibly before the end 

of this week. So I think this amend
ment has very little negative effect on 
any other aspect of the budget. 

It would provide the wherewithal for 
the conference to do two things; that 
is, adequately fund the firefighting re
quest by the President of $525 million, 
which is consistent with the pattern 
over the past 10 years, and at the same 
time enable us to stick with the budget 
cap agreement which is absolutely es
sential that we do if we are ever going 
to bring this budget into balance. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. Not 
only does this bill provide for reason
able levels, this bill is below levels 
from fiscal year 1991 for several agen
cies. 

Mr. Chairman, the level for the Bu
reau of Land Management is below 
that for 1991. It is below the amount 
recommended by the President. The 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is below 
the level for 1991. The Bureau of Mines 
is below the level for 1991. 

The Office of Surface Mining is below 
the level of 1991. Territorial and Inter
national Affairs is below the level for 
1991. Forest Service is below the level 
for 1991. It is below the level rec
ommended by the President. 

Fossil energy research is below the 
level for 1991. Economic regulation is 
below the level for 1991. The strategic 
petroleum reserve operations account 
is below the level for 1991. The Office of 
Navajo-Hopi Relocation is below that 
level, as is the Pennsylvania Avenue 
Development Corporation. 

The Smithsonian is below the level 
recommended by the President. The 
National Gallery of Art is below the 
level recommended by the President. 
The Pennsylvania Avenue Development 
Corporation is below the level rec
ommended by the President. 

How much lower do Members want 
this committee to bring this bill in for? 
We are below all those levels. 

The gentleman wants to cut it even 
more. 

I would urge the committee to look 
at reality. We have tried to take care 
of the needs of all of the national re
sources of this country. We have placed 
money in this bill in order to meet 
those needs and yet the amount that 
we have made available has been below 
the current levels for many accounts. 

Those offices are going to be really 
crippled in their operations unless 
more money is put in by the Senate. So 
I would hope that the committee turns 
down this amendment and sustains the 
action of the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. UPTON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 
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RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 169, noes 249, 
not voting 14, as follows: 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Anney 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Carper 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan(CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
English 
Fa well 
Fields 
Ford (TN) 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
As pin 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bonier 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 

[Roll No. 195] 

AYEB-169 
Grandy 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes(LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hopkins 
Horn 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasich 
Klug 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lewis (FL) 
Long 
Luken 
Machtley 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Orton 

NOEB-249 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLaura 

Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Petri 
Porter 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skelton 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
Vander Jagt 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 

Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hochbrueckner 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jantz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis(CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Lowery(CA) 
Lowey (NY) 

Baker 
Bustamante 
Gray 
Holloway 
Levine (CA) 

Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McNulty 
Miller (CA) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Moran 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 

Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 

Olver Tanner 
Ortiz Thomas (GA) 
Owens (NY) Thornton 
Owens (UT) Torres 
Pallone Torricelli 
Panetta Towns 
Payne (NJ) Traficant 
Pease Traxler 
Pelosi Unsoeld 
Perkins Valentine 
Peterson (MN) Vento 
Pickett Visclosky 
Pickle Volkmer 
Poshard Vucanovich 
Price Washington 
Rahall Waters 
Rangel Weiss 
Ray Wheat 
Reed Whitten 
Regula Williams 
Richardson Wilson 
Roe Wise 
Rogers Wolpe 
Rose Wyden 
Rostenkowski Yates 
Roth Yatron 
Rowland Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING-14 
Livingston 
Min eta 
Pursell 
Rhodes 
Rinaldo 

D 1906 

Sarpalius 
Stark 
Waxman 
Young (FL) 

Mr. MFUME and Mr. HOAGLAND 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
(By unanimous consent, Mr. MICHEL 

was allowed to proceed out of order. 
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
for the purpose of inquiring of the dis
tinguished majority leader the pro
gram for the balance of this evening, 
and conceivably how we will proceed 
tomorrow. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. We believe we are 
about to move to a final passage vote 
on this bill. We will then take up the 

rule on the District of Columbia appro
priation bill, and we will have the gen
eral debate, but no further votes on 
that bill tonight. 

We will then take up three suspen
sion bills, but the votes, if any are re
quired, will be tomorrow. 

On tomorrow, we will then go back 
and finish the District of Columbia bill. 
We then have the Labor-HHS appro
priation bill, and if timing is right, we 
could move to the Agriculture bill as 
well. We cannot end the week until all 
of the appropriation bills that are 
scheduled, these three, are finished. 

Mr. MICHEL. Could I inquire, then, if 
there are votes ordered on the suspen
sions that would be taken up later this 
evening, would those votes be the first 
votes tomorrow? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. That is correct. 
Mr. MICHEL. Before completing the 

District of Columbia bill? 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Correct. 
Mr. MICHEL. It is my understanding 

that on the rule for the District of Co
lumbia measure tonight, there is no 
controversy on that rule, and we would 
not anticipate a vote? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. That would be our 
hope, but we never know. 

Mr. MICHEL. I :P,ave been asked how 
late would we go tonight, but I think if 
I might interpose my own feeling, if, as 
the majority leader suggests, we make 
the kind of progress that could be 
made, the expectation is such that we 
can wrap it up. His answer was that we 
must simply finish all the appropria
tion bills. That is the goal. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Let me say to the 
gentleman that all obviously hinges on 
our ability to move the business and 
get it done in a timely manner. 

D 1910 
The CHAIRMAN. If there are no 

other amendments, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
This Act may be cited as the "Department 

of the Interior and Related Agencies Appro
priations Act, 1992". 

Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Chairman, the bill before 
us, H.R. 2686, would meet a number of needs 
in insular areas associated with the United 
States. 

The territorial and international affairs sec
tion would make appropriations for many of 
the purposes for which the authorizing sub
committee, which I am privileged to chair, rec
ommended Interior Department funding next 
fiscal year. 

The distinguished chairman of the appro
priations subcommittee, our colleague, SIDNEY 
YATES, should be commended for crafting pro
visions to do so. The assistance he received 
in this regard from Kathy Johnson of the sub
committee staff should be recognized as 
should the cooperation of the distinguished 
ranking Republican of the subcommittee, our 
colleague RALPH REGULA. 

As the representative of the people of the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, I am pleased that the bill 
contains further funding to enable the islands 
to rebuild after the enormous devastation 
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caused by Hurricane Hugo. A delegation led 
by our colleague who now chairs the full Inte
rior and Insular Affairs Committee, GEORGE 
MILLER, found-after inspecting the disaster at 
my request-that the destruction was so per
vasive that it justified extraordinary measures 
being taken to enable the territory to recover. 

This bill would provide $23.5 million to re
pair health and educational facilities. 

Federal disaster assistance provided al
ready has been significant. Still, even Federal 
relief officials have admitted that although 
great strides have been made in restoring the 
Virgin Islands to normalcy * * * much still 
needs to be done before full physical, eco
nomic, environmental, and psychological re
covery is a reality. 

Providing the funding contained in this bill 
would accomplish much of what still needs to 
be done. 

One of the most important provisions of the 
bill would restore the authority of the elected 
government of the Trust Territory islands of 
Palau to determine the islands' budget under 
its constitution. The provision would prevent 
the Interior Department's Territorial and Inter
national Affairs Office [OTIA] from effectively 
dictating Palau's budget by earmarking the 
basic Federal support for operating the gov
ernment of those western Pacific islands 
which comprises such a substantial portion of 
the insular budget. 

The need for this provision was created late 
last year when OTIA unilaterally limited the 
purposes for which the grant could be spent. 
Amazingly, it issued this order after the grant 
was appropriated, so that it effectively limited 
the purposes for which the Congress had ap
proved funding. Even more amazingly, OTIA 
issued its order in spite of the intent clearly 
expressed in the conference report on last 
year's appropriations bill that Palau have the 
flexibility to determine spending priorities. 

The rewriting of Palau's budget that OTIA 
required resulted in a number of problems. 

One of the most critical was a budget crisis 
that left substantial portions of Palau's govern
ment unfunded for a significant period of time. 
The crisis ended when a compromise between 
OTIA and Palau's government was reached 
after Chairman YATES, other Members and I 
exerted pressure on OTIA with the intervention 
of our former colleague who is now Secretary 
of the Interior, Manuel Lujan, Jr. 

Some OTIA personnel tried to justify the 
agency's actions in this matter as being nec
essary to ensure that U.S. responsibilities 
under the trusteeship agreement with the Unit
ed Nations Security Council for the Territory of 
the Pacific Islands are met. Yet, OTIA's order 
failed to fund some responsibilities under the 
trusteeship agreement as well as under 
Palau's federally sanctioned constitution. It 
also underfunded some functions of govern
ment. Further, it certainly was contrary to the 
primary U.S. trusteeship responsibility, which 
is to promote increasing self-government in 
Palau. 

I believe that OTIA was sincerely trying to 
respond to problems made abundantly clear 
by investigations of Palau initiated by the Insu
lar and International Affairs Subcommittee. 
Unfortunately, its solution to the .problems was 
not the one recommended by the subcommit
tee. The subcommittee has consistently urged 

OTIA to provide Palau with the help it needs 
to tackle the serious problems it faces, rather 
than by reimposing Federal authority in areas 
where decisions should be made locally. 

In any case, OTIA's timing was curious. The 
problems to which the earmarking responded 
primarily related to a previous administration in 
Palau which was tainted with corruption. Exec
utive branch officials had supported this ad
ministration and even ignored the very serious 
problems that Palau faced under it until our in
vestigation made those problems apparent to 
all. 

Some of the problems continue; but the ear
marking was imposed after Palau's govern
ment came to be dominated by capable re
formers who are themselves addressing many 
of these problems. 

They deserve the Federal Government's 
support and their people should not be denied 
self-government because of problems involv
ing their predecessors. 

There was another timing problem with 
OTIA's action. It hindered action in Palau on 
the island's future political status. 

This is because the action was interpreted 
as pressure on Palau to approve the Compact 
of Free Association approved by the United 
States; but not approved by the people of 
Palau in seven referenda to date. Under this 
theory, OTIA's order was intended to be a 
message to Palau's people that, if they want 
to make decisions such as those involved in 
writing a local budget, they should approve the 
Compact. 

I am confident that this was not OTIA's in
tent. But anyone who understands Palau 
would understand that the Palauan people 
wouldn't bow to such pressure. 

OTIA officials now appear to be more aware 
than they were last year that they should try 
to work out how Federal support for Palau's 
government will be used with Palau's leaders 
* * * and this is the intent of this legislation. 
In particular OTIA's head, Assistant Secretary 
Stella Guerra, is an astute individual who, I 
think, will want to work cooperatively with 
Palau rather than confrontationally. So, I hope 
that the policy of this bill will be consistent with 
the approach that OTIA will begin to practice. 

In terms of funding for Palau, instead of 
continuing funding for the operations grant at 
the current level, as proposed by the Presi
dent, this bill would increase it, as rec
ommended by the Interior and International Af
fairs Subcommittee. 

Some of the $1 million increase would be 
used to operate the new hospital in Palau. 
The Insular and International Affairs Sub
committee has been able to get this tremen
dously needed facility funded with the help of 
the Interior Appropriations Subcommittee over 
the opposition of the executive branch. The bill 
includes the final $2 million needed to corn-

. plete construct and equip the hospital. 
The Insular and International Affairs Sub

committee also recommended funding for ad
ditional capital improvements in Palau. The In
terior Appropriations Subcommittee bill would 
provide $7.5 million for essential infrastructure 
in the islands. 

A U.S. nuclear test in 1954 exposed 
Rongelap Atoll in the Marshall Islands to a 
high level of radiation. A 1982 Energy Depart
ment study concluded that Rongelap was safe 

for its people to live on; but contained informa
tion that caused the islanders to evacuate 
their homeland in 1985 because of doubts 
about this conclusion. 

The people of Rongelap now live on an is
land in Kwajalein Atoll under grim conditions 
and uncertainty about their health and the 
safety of their homeland and their own health. 

The Compact of Free Association Act of 
1985 included a provision which originated in 
the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee-in 
spite of some objections-that commits the 
United States to take any necessary measures 
to make Rongelap safe and requires a study. 

The Insular and International Affairs Sub
committee recommended funding for the study 
and the people of Rongelap. The Interior Ap
propriations Subcommittee bill includes $1 mil
lion for the study, and $2 million more to make 
it possible for the people to return to their 
atoll, including up to $500,000 to improve liv
ing conditions while they have to live away 
from their homeland, pending its cleanup and 
resettlement. 

It was obvious that the immigration provi
sions of the Compact of Free Association with 
the Federated States of Micronesia and the 
Marshall Islands would impost costs on Guam 
and the Northern Mariana Islands. So, the 
1985 Compact Act included a provision which 
originated in the Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee--again in spite of some objec
tions-which requires the executive branch to 
identify compact costs to United States insular 
areas and authorizes any funds necessary to 
cover the costs. 

The administration has not submitted the re
quired information; but the governments of 
Guam and the Northern Mariana Islands have 
identified education, health care, law enforce
ment, and other costs. The Insular and Inter
national Affairs Subcommittee recommended 
funding-noting that benefits from the compact 
migration should also be considered in cal
culating the bottom line costs. This bill would 
provide $1.5 million for Guam and $500,000 
for the Northern Mariana Islands in initial fund
ing for this purpose. It is intended that these 
amounts be supplemented by technical assist
ance funding from OTIA, as may be justified. 

As in the case with Palau, the Insular and 
International Affairs Subcommittee believes 
that the President's proposal to continue sup
port for the operations of the government of 
American Samoa at the current level-effec
tively decreasing it by the factor of inflation-
is unrealistic. We recommended an increase 
and this bill would provide an additional $1 
million. 

The subcommittee also disagreed with the 
President's proposal to decrease capital im
provements in American Samoa, a U.S. terri
tory that faces severe constraints to develop
ment and lacks many of the basic facilities 
needed for a decent quality of life. It rec
ommended an increase and this bill would 
provide an additional $5.3 million. 

There has been no doubt about the need for 
a new air traffic control tower at the airport in 
Saipan in the Northern Mariana Islands. The 
only real question has been how to pay for it. 

For a few years, the issue was caught in a 
'Catch-22' predicament. The Federal Aviation 
Administration proposed funding because of 
the dangerous situation. The Appropriations 
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Committee denied it, proposing that it come, 
instead, from the primarily Japanese users of 
the airport. The State Department blocked 
Japanese interest in funding it because of a 
shortsighted unwillingness to let any member 
of the American political family receive needed 
assistance from another nation. The end result 
was no funding for the tower until we suc
ceeded in having initial funds appropriated last 
year. The bill includes $2.5 million for most of 
the balance. 

We also succeeded last year in obtaining 
initial funding to improve facilities of the Col
lege of Micronesia authorized before the Com
pact of Free Association with the Federated 
States and the Marshall Islands was ap
proved. Last year's funding initiated by the 
Congress began to fulfill a commitment that 
the executive branch made in implementing 
the Compact with Federated States in 1986. 

The additional $4 million authorized, which 
was recommended by the Insular and Inter
national Affairs Subcommittee, is included in 
this bill. 

Enewetak Atoll in the Marshall Islands was 
also contaminated by U.S. nuclear testing. 
The 1985 Compact Act inlcuded a provision 
which originated in the Interior and Insular Af
fairs Committee-once again in spite of some 
objections-that committed the United States 
to help support the nutritional needs of the 
people of Enewetak until their atoll could once 
again safely provide an adequate amount of 
food. 

The executive branch has continued to op
pose funding; but the Insular and International 
Affairs Subcommittee has supported it. This 
bill contains $1.1 million for it. 

The Insular and International Affairs Sub
committee recommended in 1988 the OTIA 
assist insular governments in operating and 
maintaining essential infrastructure and a pro
gram was initiated to do so. The President 
proposed halving funding for the program in 
this bill to $2.5 million; but the Insular and 
International Affairs Subcommittee disagreed. 
This bill would provide an additional $2.5 mil
lion to continue the program at the current 
level. 

Mr. Chairman, the Interior Appropriations bill 
does not include all of the funding rec
ommended by the Insular and International Af
fairs Subcommittee; but it does include most 
of it. I have detailed some of what it contains 
to indicate why it should be supported and 
why our colleague from Illinois, Mr. YATES, 
and the subcommittee that he chairs should 
be appreciated from developing it. 

We are particularly appreciative of this legis
lation's insular provisions because of the tre
mendous constraints on the budget. According 
to one publication, Chairman YATES said that 
the limitations on discretionary spending 
forced the subcommittee to ignore needs that 
are overwhelming. 

I urge the House to approve the bill. 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in support of the bill H.R. 2686, the Inte
rior and Related Agencies appropriations bill 
for fiscal year 1992. 

As a result of the Budget Enforcement Act 
of 1990, I know Chairman YATES had to turn 
down many worthy requests for funding, some 
of which were mine. However, I feel the bill 
does include money for some very important 
projects in my district. 

Among those projects is the $1.1 million in 
research money which would protect forests 
from the devastating bark beetle infestation 
which has affected nearly all of the forests in 
my district. In addition, $500,000 was ap
proved for special bark beetle initiatives to be 
used by the State and private forests. Three 
hundred thousand forty-five dollars has been 
directed to the U.S. Department of Agri
culture's Fresno research facility for old growth 
forest research. 

I view the establishment of the new emer
gency Forest Service firefighting fund which 
contains $112 million as a new recognition by 
the Federal Government that firefighting must 
have its own fund, instead of the yearly bor
rowing from other needy programs which has 
been the norm. 

Additionally, California will receive approxi
mately $1 0.9 million for the Federal Payment
in-Lieu of Taxes [PIL T] Program. This program 
provides funding to help local governments 
provide basic services that it might otherwise 
forgo because of an abundance of federally
owned lands that prevents a reliable tax base. 
Yosemite National Park will receive $2 million 
for much needed maintenance of roads in the 
park. 

Finally. I am pleased that language to pro
hibit further degradation of our stream system 
was included by disallowing the issuance of 
special use permits for two ill-advised and un
necessary hydroelectric projects on the Lewis 
Fork Creek and on Rock Creek, both located 
in Madera County in my congressional district. 
This prohibition is a no-cost preventative 
measure which will save untold sums of 
money later by preventing the loss of fisheries 
habitat and mitigation costs. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of this bill for the Interior appropriations, 
and specifically to thank the committee and its 
fine and able chairman, Mr. YATES, for includ
ing much needed funds for the Timucuan Pre
serve. This historic and ecological preserve 
contains 1 0 important historic sites going back 
to a 1598 Spanish mission and many French, 
Spanish, English, Confederate, and United 
States forts. Land acquisition is under way 
and thus the funds furnished by this bill are 
very timely. I am deeply grateful to the com
mittee for its help in this. 

Mr. ESPY. Mr. Chairman and other distin
guished members of this committee, I rise 
today to express my support of the Depart
ment of the Interior and related agencies ap
propriations bill for fiscal year 1992. I would 
like to take this opportunity to highlight several 
programs which are of significant interest to 
my constituents. 

I extend a special note of gratitude to the 
committee for their inclusion of an appropria
tion in the amount of $200,000 for the Mis
sissippi River Corridor Study Act. The Mis
sissippi River Corridor Study Act stands to set 
a new standard for ensuring that the mighty 
Mississippi can be used and preserved for 
generations. Forty-one percent of the Nation's 
surface water drains down the Mississippi 
River-it is a resource of national significance, 
a living, working river that has created folklore, 
culture, and commerce for generations. By 
funding this program in fiscal year 1992, this 
committee has taken steps to ensure that this 
great river will continue to thrive. 

I am also appreciative of the committee's 
recognition of the Grand Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge, located on the Mississippi gulf coast, 
as demonstrated through an appropriation of 
$1,000,000. The Grand Bay Savanna is the 
largest and least disturbed wet savanna in the 
United States. Its land features are character
ized by pine and cypress savannas, brackish 
and salt marshes, shell middens, and marsh 
islands. 

The Grand Bay Savanna serves as a critical 
ground water recharge area for the local com
munities that are now facing potential potable 
water shortages due to increased usage and 
higher salinity levels in the aquifer. The fresh 
water produced from this area supplies one of 
the most productive estuaries in the world, 
which, in turn, supports both Mississippi and 
Alabama's commercial and sport fishing indus
tries. In addition, this once vast region serves 
as the habitat for 21 rare or endangered spe
cies in Mississippi and Alabama, and is cur
rently being studied as a potential 
reintroductory nesting site for bald eagles. 

Tourists from our region and the rest of the 
Nation will benefit from the highway improve
ments provided in the appropriations made to 
the Natchez Trace Parkway and Natchez Na
tional Historical Park, which total $13,000,000 
and $470,000, respectively. The Natchez 
Trace Parkway will receive an additional 
$5,500,000 in funds from the Federal Highway 
Lands Program, as requested by the adminis
tration, which will be used for resurfacing ex
isting sections of the parkway and for improve
ments to the shoulders of the highway. 

The Natchez Trace Parkway is a major his
torical asset to my region of the country, which 
runs from Natchez, MS, to Nashville, TN. This 
8,000-year-old "line of footprints" was first 
used by buffalo and Indians, followed by trap
pers, settlers, and missionaries. From 1800 to 
1820, the trace was considered the busiest 
highway in the South. The Natchez National 
Historic Park, located 60 miles south of Vicks
burg, MS, depicts much of the region's history 
as it relates to Natchez, the first colonial set
tlement along the Mississippi River. 

The city of Vicksburg, MS, will benefit great
ly from the continuation of the comprehensive 
study of the area resources, which received 
an appropriation of $165,000. This study 
seeks to help the community protect and pro
mote its significant cultural, historical, and nat
ural resources. The study area includes the 
Mississippi riverfront and Yazoo Canal adja
cent to the city, the downtown business dis
trict, Vicksburg National Military Park, and 
areas to be evaluated for possible inclusion in 
the park. The Vicksburg riverfront and cultural 
landscape study provides an opportunity to 
look at all of Vicksburg's resources, historic 
and contemporary, and chart a course for the 
future that includes the whole community. This 
study offers Vicksburg the opportunity to move 
progressively toward the 21st century, and I 
thank the committee for the inclusion of this 
project in this appropriations bill. 

Again, I would like to thank the committee 
for recognizing these important projects and 
for including them in this appropriations bill. 
The environmental and economic impact of 
these projects will be of benefit to Mississip
pians throughout the State. 
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Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 

commend the chairman of the Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Interior, Mr. YATES, for his 
outstanding effort in bringing to the floor today 
a bill that makes great strides in protecting the 
natural and historic heritage of our country. 

I would like to express my appreciation to 
the chairman and the subcommittee for grant
ing my request for the support of four projects 
in the fiscal year 1992 Interior appropriations 
bill that have special significance for citizens in 
eastern Pennsylvania. 

First, the subcommittee has continued fund
ing of the Delaware and Lehigh Navigation 
Canal National Heritage Corridor, first estab
lished in 1988 as a result of legislation intro
duced by my colleague, Representative DoN 
AlTIER, and myself. The $350,000 the Sub
committee has provided for fiscal year 1992 
will enable the Heritage Corridor Commission 
created by our 1988 legislation to continue its 
important efforts at preserving and restoring 
this vital 150 mile historic corridor. 

Second, the subcommittee has provided 
$1 00,000 for the National Park Service to con
tinue to assist the coalition I have organized in 
the Philadelphia metropolitan area to protect 
farmland and other important open space 
areas in southeastern Pennsylvania. The goal 
to save vanishing green spaces around the 
city of Brotherly Love will move a step closer 
this year as conservation groups, private busi
nesses, local governments, and concerned 
citizens begin to implement plans to advise 
communities on the mechanisms available to 
save open space and the importance of linking 
these open spaces throughout the Delaware 
Valley. The funds appropriated for the National 
Park Service will enable that agency to help 
community leaders find ways to preserve 
some of our most threatened natural areas 
and resources. I am truly excited about mak
ing the Philadelphia greenbelt a reality, and 
the provision of funds for this effort for the 
second time will bring us very close. 

Third, the subcommittee has seen fit to es
tablish a field office of the U.S. Fish and Wild
life Office in eastern Pennsylvania. I have 
been seeking such an office for more than 18 
months in an effort to improve agency respon
siveness on wetland protection and permit 
processing, protection of endangered species 
and open space, implementation of Superfund 
cleanup strategies, and protecting waterfowl 
habitat along the Delaware River and in the 
Delaware estuary. 

Fourth, the subcommittee has agreed to 
provide more than $1 million for increased 
protection at the Gettysburg National Military 
Park. This money comes at a very important 
time. Though Representative GOODLING and I 
were successful in enacting legislation in the 
1 01 st Congress to expand the boundaries and 
the protections afforded the battlefield, already 
new pressures to invade the sanctity of this 
great national monument are upon us. A 
321 ,000-square-feet shopping center is now 
being proposed to be built within sight of the 
battlefield and actually inside the Gettysburg 
historic district. The funds being made avail
able today will be utilized in an effort to ex
pand the park by acquiring properties identi
fied in our recently-passed legislation. An ad
ditional $75,000 is also being provided for 

technical assistance to the community relating 
to land use planning and zoning. 

I look forward to working with the sub
committee again in the future to protect and 
enhance the scenic and recreational values of 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to thank the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Interior and Related Agencies of the Appro
priations Committee, Mr. YATES, and the rank
ing Member, Mr. REGULA, for their consider
ation on the point of order raised by Chairman 
RAHALL of the Mining Subcommittee of the In
terior and Insular Affairs Committee, of which 
I am the ranking Member. 

I also serve on the full Appropriations Com
mittee, and I had sought unsuccessfully to 
keep the administration's proposal for a $100 
annual holding fee on each and every mining 
claim held under the act of May 1 0, 1872, as 
amended, from being included in the sub
committee's markup. Chairman YATES would 
have been willing to oblige me on this issue 
were it not for the scoring that the Congres
sional Budget Office gave to this measure, 
$40 million of revenue to the Federal Treas
ury. 

Mr. Chairman, this revenue estimate is with
out foundation. The CBO and OMB are simply 
guessing at the elastic response the mining 
community would have to this new tax. The 
proposal is that mining claimants simply send 
the money that they are now required to 
spend on development of their claims to 
Washington, DC, instead. This will do nothing 
to aid in finding ore deposits or in cultivating 
mines on the public lands of the West where 
the mining law operates. In fact it would dev
astate the economies of rural areas in Ne
vada, and elsewhere, which are dependent 
upon miners spending their exploration and 
development dollars locally. 

Chairman RAHALL and I both agree that dili
gent development of the mineral lands in the 
public domain is in the Nation's best interest. 
Our Mining and Natural Resources Sub
committee is currently considering legislation 
to reform the mining law of 1872, as amend
ed. While we may disagree on reform issue, 
we do agree that the Interior Committee 
should be given proper opportunity to act and 
that the appropriators ought not to legislate 
actions that would undo the deliberations of 
the authorizers. 

For these same reasons, I have sought to 
strike the moratorium in this bill on BLM's is
suance of patents under the mining law. Un
fortunately, Chairman RAHALL does not agree 
with me on this issue and the patenting mora
torium will remain in the bill to be sent to the 
Senate. 

Likewise, although the Rules Committee is
sued a rule allowing a point of order to rest 
against the 331!3 percent grazing fee increase 
in the Appropriations Committee reported bill, 
they also saw fit to make the amendment to 
be offered by Mr. SYNAR in order. This amend
ment, which would invoke a much higher graz
ing fee increase, also constitutes legislating in 
an appropriations bill. Furthermore, the author
izing committees of jurisdiction, Interior and In
sular Affairs, and Agriculture, both are looking 
at the grazing issue. There simply is no jus
tification for this appropriations bill to be a ve
hicle to legislate an outrageous fee increase 

without proper hearings and opportunity for 
debate. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, first, I would like 
to thank the appropriators for, once again, in
dulging the Florida delegation in our annual 
pilgrimage to the committee seeking a morato
rium on leasing and drilling activities in the 
most sensitive portions of the eastern Gulf of 
Mexico. Most of the residents of my district 
can breathe a sigh of relief that their coastline 
will be protected from drilling activities for 1 
more year. But there is still much work to be 
done, especially since there are more than 
200 existing leases in the panhandle of the 
State that do not fall under any moratorium. 

The Florida coastline is a treasure trove of 
fragile ecosystems. The west coast of Florida 
contains scenic estuaries and coral reefs, 
spectacular beaches, sparkling waters, habi
tats for endangered species, and abundant 
fisheries. In addition to these wonders of na
ture, the Florida mangroves are one of the 
most productive natural ecosystems in the 
world. Introducing oil and gas into this environ
ment could be devastating, not just to the re
sources, but to the State's entire economy, 
which relies heavily on tourism and seafood 
production. 

I would not be surprised if the appropriators 
are as frustrated as we are with our yearly ef
forts to keep oil and gas activities away from 
our coasts. Frankly, I do not find these yearly 
extensions of a drilling ban to be the most effi
cient, sensible way of doing business. A 1 00-
mile buffer zone and a permanent ban in 
these areas, coupled with a comprehensive 
national energy strategy that reduces our de.:. 
pendence on oil through increased conserva
tion and successful development of alter
native, sustainable fuels, would make much 
more sense. 

As pleased as I am for the State of Florida, 
I am somewhat disappointed with the bill's 
overall policy toward Outer Continental Shelf 
activities. The message is easy to understand, 
mainly because the message never 
changes-increased oil and gas production 
will continue to be encouraged. 

In the aftermath of the Persian Gulf war, the 
rhetoric about reducing our dependence on oil 
through increased conservation and success
ful development of alternative, sustainable 
fuels is louder than ever. But from what I see, 
the rhetoric has yet to translate into action. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I direct your 
attention to the legislation before us-H.R. 
2686, the Interior appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1992. In particular, Mr. Chairman, I direct 
your attention to what's missing from it. 

In 1986, the United States and Canada en
tered into an historic agreement called the 
North American Waterfowl Management Plan. 
This agreement, which is designed to arrest 
the recent dramatic decline in mirgratory wa
terfowl, establishes 15-year goals toward habi
tat restoration and enhancement. In 1989, 
Congress showed its strong support for the 
plan by approving the North American Wet
lands Conservation Act. 

For this current fiscal year 1991, we appro
priated an additional $15 million for the plan 
over the amount available from its permanent 
appropriation. This funding, which is matched 
by private, State, and Canadian moneys, has 
enabled us to take the first steps toward real-
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izing the goals of the Waterfowl Management 
Plan. 

For fiscal year 1992, however, the bill be
fore us does not include this additional $15 
million, despite a request for the funding from 
our President. 

Mr. Chairman, now is not the time to renege 
on our commitment to conservation. This $15-
million appropriation must be included in the 
final version of the Interior appropriations bill. 
The conferees should take notice of the envi
ronmental significance of restoring North 
America's critical migratory waterfowl habitat. 

Mr. ESPY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to ex
press my support of the Department of the In
terior and related agencies appropriations bill 
for fiscal year 1992. I would like to take this 
opportunity to highlight several programs 
which are of significant interest to my constitu
ents. 

I extend a special note of gratitude to the 
committee for their inclusion of an appropria
tion in the amount of $200,000 for the Mis
sissippi River Corridor Study Act. The Mis
sissippi River Corridor Study Act stands to set 
a new standard for insuring that the mighty 
Mississippi can be used and preserved for 
generations. Forty-one percent of the Nation's 
surface water drains down the Mississippi 
River-it is a resource of national significance, 
a living, working river that has created folklore, 
culture, and commerce for generations. By 
funding this program in fiscal year 1992, this 
committee has taken steps to ensure that this 
great river will continue to thrive. 

I am also appreciative of the committee's 
recognition of the Grand Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge, located on the Mississippi gulf coast, 
as demonstrated through an appropriation of 
$1 million. The Grand Bay Savanna is the 
largest and least disturbed wet savanna in the 
United States. Its land features are character
ized by pine and cypress savannas, brackish 
and salt marshes, shell middens, and marsh 
islands. 

The Grand Bay Savanna serves as a critical 
ground water recharge area for the local com
munities that are now facing potential potable 
water shortages due to increased usage and 
higher salinity levels in the aquifer. The fresh
water produced from this area supplies one of 
the most productive estuaries in the world, 
which, in turn, supports both Mississippi and 
Alabama's commercial and sport fishing indus
tries. In addition, this once vast region serves 
as the habitat for 21 rare or endangered spe
cies in Mississippi and Alabama, and is cur
rently being studied as a potential 
reintroductory nesting site for bald eagles. 

Tourists from our region and the rest of the 
Nation will benefit from the highway improve
ments provided in the appropriations made to 
the Natchez Trace Parkway and the Natchez 
National Historical Park, which total $13 mil
lion and $470,000, respectively. The Natchez 
Trace Parkway will receive an additional 
$5,500,000 in funds from the Federal Highway 
Lands Program, as requested by the adminis
tration, which will be used for resurfacing ex
isting sections of the parkway and for improve
ments to the shoulders of the highway. 

The Natchez Trace Parkway is a major his
torical asset to my region of the country, which 
runs from Natchez, MS to Nashville, TN. This 
8,000 year old "line of footprints" was first 

used by buffalo and Indians, followed by trap
pers, settlers, and missionaries. From 1800 to 
1820, the trace was considered the busiest 
highway in the South. The Natchez National 
Historic Park, located 60 miles south of Vicks
burg, MS, depicts much of the region's history 
as it relates to Natchez, the first colonial set
tlement along the Mississippi River. 

The city of Vicksburg, MS, will benefit great
ly from the continuation of the comprehensive 
study of the area resources, which received 
an appropriation of $165,000. This study 
seeks to help the community protect and pro
mote its significant cultural, historical, and nat
ural resources. The study area includes the 
Mississippi riverfront and Yazoo Canal adja
cent to the city, the downtown business dis
trict, Vicksburg National Military Park, and 
areas to be evaluated for possible inclusion in 
the park. The Vicksburg Riverfront and Cul
tural Landscape Study provides an opportunity 
to look at all of Vicksburg's resources, historic 
and contemporary, and chart a course for the 
future that includes the whole community. This 
study offers Vicksburg the opportunity to move 
progressively toward the 21st century, and I 
thank the committee for the inclusion of this 
project in this appropriations bill. 

Again, I would like to thank the committee 
for recognizing these important projects and 
for including them in this appropriations bill. 
The environmental and economic impact of 
these projects will be of benefit to Mississip
pians throughout the State. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I rise in reluctant 
opposition to the amendment to H.R. 2686, 
the Interior and Related Agencies appropria
tions bill for fiscal year 1992. Congressman 
CRANE'S amendment would strike funding for 
the National Endowment for the Arts [NEA] for 
this fiscal year. 

Although I generally support funding for the 
NEA, my support for the NEA is growing tepid 
because of the regional funding inequities 
seemingly inherent in the way the NEA distrib
utes funds to the States. I refer specifically to 
the gross discrepancy between the amount of 
N EA funds distributed to the State of New 
York, as compared to the amount given to the 
17 States which comprise the Sun Belt region. 

For example, according to NEA fiscal year 
1989 statistics, New York State along received 
a whopping $11.1 million more in NEA grant 
money than all of the Sun Belt States com
bined. New York garnered an incredible $39.9 
million in NEA funds, while the 17 Sun Belt 
States, Virginia, West Virginia, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Mississippi, 
Alabama, Louisiana, Texas, New Mexico, Ari
zona, Missouri, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Ken
tucky, and Arkansas, received only $28.8 mil
lion. 

Overall, New York easily led the Nation in 
NEA grant money in 1989. California ranked a 
distant second with $16.2 million, getting less 
than half of New York's share. Texas, the third 
largest State in the Nation, led the Sun Belt 
region, ranking eighth nationally and receiving 
$4.7 million. My home State of Florida, the 4th 
largest State in the Nation, received a paltry 
$1.9 million and ranked 17th. Arkansas was 
ranked dead last among the 50 States, receiv
ing only $51 ,950 from the NEA in 1989. 

New York's take from the NEA is so large, 
that not even the Sun Belt, combined with the 

NEA funds given to Idaho, Alaska, Delaware, 
Kansas, Maine, Montana, North Dakota, New 
Hampshire, Nevada, Rhode Island, South Da
kota, Vermont, Wyoming, Iowa, and Nebraska 
can equal New York's share. I find it incredible 
that 1 State can receive more funds than 32 
States from a Government agency that osten
sibly is interested in all regions of the country. 

As cochairman of the congressional Sun 
Belt caucus, I wrote an article for the caucus' 
newsletter, hoping to alert the 154 members of 
the Sun Belt caucus to this disturbing fact. I 
was hoping that by bringing this fact to light, 
the NEA would correct this inequity for fiscal 
year 1990. Unfortunately for artists in the Sun 
Belt, this was not to be the case. 

For fiscal year 1990, I found that the funding 
discrepancy still existed between New York 
and the 17 Sun Belt States, although the dif
ference was not as dramatic as fiscal year 
1989's figure. According to NEA statistics, 
New York garnered $33.65 million in NEA 
funds, compared to the Sun Belfs share of 
$28.9 million, for a difference of $4.75 million, 
last year. New York easily led the Nation 
again in NEA funding, receiving more than 
double the amount of funding received by 
California, which at $15.96 million was a dis
tant second. New York's share from the NEA 
is still so large that not even the 17 Sun Belt 
States, combined with NEA funds given to 
Delaware, Idaho, North Dakota, New Hamp
shire, Nevada, South Dakota, Wyoming, and 
Hawaii can equal New York's huge share. 

This regional funding inequity is obscene, a 
work with which I am sure the NEA is familiar. 
I voted against the Crane amendment this 
time; I did however, support the Stearns 
amendment, which would have cut $7.4 million 
from the NEA. I voted for the Stearns amend
ment mainly to register my displeasure over 
the meager funds the Sun Belt receives from 
the NEA. 

Mr. Speaker, I realize that New York is con
sidered by many to be the cultural center of 
the Nation. However, I wonder how many as
piring artists in the rest of the country simply 
lack the resources to develop their artistic po
tential. The National Endowment for the Arts is 
a national program-not a New York program. 
I will continue to follow this issue closely, and 
I plan to become more active on this issue in 
my role as cochairman of the congressional 
Sun Belt caucus, especially when the N EA is 
due for reauthorization. This funding inequity 
is unfair and must be changed, either inter
nally by the NEA, or if the NEA is unwilling, by 
the Congress. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the Committee do now rise and re
port the bill back to the House with 
sundry amendments, with the rec
ommendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and that the bill, as amend
ed, do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. GEP
HARDT) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
GoRDON, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 2686) making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior andre-
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NOT VOTING-11 lated agencies for the fiscal year end

ing September 30, 1992, and for other 
purposes, had directed him to report 
the bill back to the House with sundry 
amendments, with the recommenda
tion that the amendments be agreed to 
and that the bill, as amended, do pass. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GEPHARDT). Without objection, the pre
vious question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep

arate vote demanded on any amend
ment? If not, the Chair will put them 
en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 345, nays 76, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
As pin 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
BUley 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 

[Roll No. 196] 
YEAB-345 

Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 

Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hatche~ 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hopkins 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 

Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman(FL) 
Lent 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery(CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Archer 
Anney 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bilirakis 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Camp 
Coble 
Combest 
Condit 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Fa well 

Mu~hy 

Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Poshard 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schulze 

NAYS-76 
Fields 
Gekas 
Gingrich 
Gradison 
Hancock 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 

· Holloway 
Hunter 
Inhofe 
Jacobs 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasich 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCrary 
McMillan (NC) 
Moorhead 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Orton 
Packard 
Paxon 

Schumer 
Serrano 
s~ 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith(IA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Weber 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Zimmer 

Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Petri 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor(MS) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Zeliff 

Baker 
Cox (CA) 
Gray 
Hastert 

Ireland 
Levine (CA) 
Livingston 
Rhodes 

0 1928 

Savage 
Waxman 
Young (FL) 

Mr. SERRANO changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, I 

was unavoidably detained during the 
last vote on final passage of H.R. 2686. 
Had I been present, I would have voted 
"nay." 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS 
IN H.R. 2686, DEPARTMENT OF 
THE INTERIOR AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATION ACT, 
1992 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that in the engrossment 
of the bill, H.R. 2686, the Clerk shall be 
authorized to make any and all nec
essary technical corrections. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TAUZIN). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

0 1930 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2510 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to have the name 
of the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MATSUI] removed as a cosponsor from 
my bill, H.R. 2510. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TAUZIN). Is there objection to t.he re
quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS TO 
SIT DURING 5-MINUTE RULE ON 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 26, 1991 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Government Operations be per
mitted to sit during the proceedings 
under the 5-minute rule on Wednesday, 
June 26, 1991. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Michigan? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I will ask the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS] 
whether this has been cleared by the 
minority. We have no information on 
this side that it has been cleared. 
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen

tleman from Michigan. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am 

happy to advise the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] that it has 
been cleared. 

V.LI'. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
CONYERS]. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SUPPLE
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS AND 
RESCISSIONS ACT, 1991 
Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 181 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES.181 
Resolved, That all points of order against 

consideration of the bill (H.R. 2699) making 
appropriations for the government of the 
District of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against the 
revenues of said District for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1992, and for other pur
poses, for failure to comply with the provi
sions of clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI and clause 7 
of rule XXI are hereby waived. During con
sideration of the bill, all points of order 
against the provisions in the bill for failure 
to comply with the provisions of clause 2 of 
rule XXI are hereby waived. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. WHEAT] is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN], and 
pending that I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 181 is 
a rule waiving points of order against 
provisions of H.R. 2699, making appro
priations for the Government of the 
District of Columbia for fiscal year 
1992, and for other purposes. 

House Resolution 181 provides waiv
ers of clause 2 (1)(6) of rule XI and 
clause 7 of rule XXI to allow immediate 
consideration of the bill. The rule also 
waives clause 2 of rule XXI against all 
provisions in the bill. Both the chair
man of the House Committee on the 
District of Columbia and the ranking 
minority member on the District of Co
lumbia Subcommittee on Appropria
tions have expressed their support of 
this waiver. 

Mr. Speaker, continuing in the spirit 
of cooperation that produced this ap
propriations bill and that approved the 
formula for the Federal payment to the 
District of Columbia, I urge adoption of 
the rule so the House may proceed to 
timely consideration of H.R. 2699. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. WHEAT] has fully ex
plained the provisions of the rule. 
Since general appropriations bills are 
privileged, this legislation will be con
sidered under the normal legislative 
process for appropriations bills. The 
bill will be open to amendment under 
the 5-minute rule and any amendment 
which does not violate the rules of the 
House will be in order. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2699, the bill mak
ing appropriations for the District of 
Columbia for the fiscal year 1992, pro
vides a total of $700 million in Federal 
funds. This amount includes a $630.5 
million payment to the District gov
ernment to compensate the city for 
lost taxes and other costs associated 
with the District's role as the Nation's 
Capital. 

I would like to point out, Mr. Speak
er, that the administration does have a 
concern about the legislation. It 
strongly objects to language in section 
114 of the committee bill which would 
permit the use of congressionally ap
propriated local funds to finance abor
tions. According to the administra
tion's policy statement, this would 
substantially weaken current law. 

The administration urges the House 
to adopt language concerning abortion 
that was included in the last three Dis
trict of Columbia appropriations bills. 
That language prohibited the use of 
both Federal and local funds to per
form abortions, except where the life of 
the mother would be endangered if the 
fetus were carried to term. The state
ment of administration policy notes 
that the President will veto any Dis
trict of Columbia appropriations bill 
that does not contain this language. 

Mr. Speaker, I am hopeful that the 
concern the administration has can be 
worked out here on the floor and in 
conference. I urge adoption of the rule 
so that the House can complete its ac
tion promptly on the bill. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
QUILLEN] for his support of this rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for 
time, I yield back the balance of my 
time, and I move the previous question 
on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 2699) making appropria
tions for the government of the Dis
trict of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against 
the revenues of said District for the fis
cal year ending September 30, 1992, and 
for other purposes; and pending that 
motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 

consent that general debate be limited 
to not to exceed 1 hour, the time to be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
GALLO] and myself. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DIXON]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair designates the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Mrs. KENNELLY] as 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole, and requests the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. MAZZOLI] to as
sume the chair temporarily. 

D 1937 
IN THE COMMI'ITEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill, H.R. 2699, with 
Mr. MAzzoLI (Chairman pro tempore) 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the bill was 

considered as having been read the first 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under 
the unanimous consent agreement, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DIXON] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
GALLO] will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DIXON]. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased this 
evening to present to my colleagues 
the District of Columbia appropria
tions bill for fiscal year 1991. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the 
members of the subcommittee for their 
support and assistance-especially the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
GALLO] the ranking member. 

Let me point out that this bill is dif
ferent from the other 12 appropriations 
bills in the sense that it includes the 
appropriation of 3 separate kinds of 
funding: It includes Federal funds of 
$700 million; it includes local funds of 
$2.8 billion; and it includes capital bor
rowing authority of $363 million. 

These amounts from three different 
sources total $3.9 billion which is the 
total amount in the this bill. 

The other 12 appropriation bills the 
House considers are all funded from the 
Federal Treasury. This bill is not. 

It is important that Members keep 
this difference in mind as we debate 
this bill this evening. 

This bill also includes a net reduc
tion of $44 million in supplemental ap
propriations and rescissions for fiscal 
year 1991 consisting of $250 million in 
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rescissions and $206 million in in
creases. 

These are all District funds-there 
are no Federal funds involved in the 
District's fiscal year 1991 supplemental. 

For fiscal year 1992, the $700 million 
in Federal funds is $48 million above 
last year's appropriation and $17 mil
lion above the request. 

This $700 million in Federal funds 
falls into three major categories: $630.5 
million represents the Federal pay
ment to the general fund; $52.1 milion 
is the Federal contribution to the po
lice, fire, teachers and judges retire
ment funds; and $17.3 million is for spe
cial health and education programs. 

I will take a moment to explain each 
of these three categories briefly. 

COMMENDATION OF MARY PORTER 

Before I explain those three i terns, 
Mr. Chairman, let me take a moment 
to congratulate the staff that worked 
on this bill. Although compared to the 
other 12 bills, relatively speaking the 
sum of money involved here is not 
large, but it is of great importance to 
the District of Columbia. And one of 
the employees of the District govern
ment who works with our Committee 
staff is Mary Porter. She has worked 
for and advised our consultants for the 
past 30 years. She is the one profes
sional and knowledgeable person in the 
District government that follows the 
bill from its inception in the Mayor's 
office to the City Council, to the 
House, to the other body, to conference 
and to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. And she has done a yeo
man's job. She is thorough and her 
technical competence is second to 
none. Whatever Mary does, you can 
rest assured it is correct. She is always 
pleasant, always dependable, and al
ways punctual. She is a true profes
sional. 

0 1940 
Many times as chair of the commit

tee I have not had the opportunity, nor 
the foresight, to say thank you, but I 
would like to say thank you to Mary 
Porter. 

Madam Chairman, as you know, this 
is a committee that really acts in a bi
partisan way. There is a new young 
lady who has done, if I may say so to 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
GALLO], a great job. She comes up with 
the right questions at the right time. 
In a short period of time, she has dem
onstrated a thorough knowledge of the 
operations of the District government. 
That person is Donna Mullins. 

Of course, I would be neglectful if I 
did not say that America Miconi, who 
I know many Members call upon for 
questions about the District and who 
has served with me for 12 years and has 
been here some 20 years, has done an 
outstanding job as my chief counsel on 
the committee. Not only is he a walk
ing encyclopedia of District govern
ment matters, but he is always a gen-

tleman and takes whatever time is nee- million for the District's library sys
essary to assist Members and their tern. 
staffs as well as officials of the District For the various public works activi-
government. ties which include the Metrorail and 

FEDERAL FUNDS Metrobus operations as well as the 
First, we recommend a Federal pay- taxicab commission and funds for the 

ment of $630.5 million. city's streets and highways, we reo-
Legislation was passed by this House ommend $234 million. 

earlier this month authorizing a Fed- The bill includes $219 million for the 
eral payment of $630 million for fiscal water and sewer enterprise fund which 
year 1992. is used to provide safe drinking water 

The Federal payment authorization and to collect, treat, and dispose of 
was last increased by Public Law 98- waste water as well as solid waste for 
316, approved June 12, 1984. the District. 

Second, we have included in the bill The construction program is funded 
$52.1 million as the Federal contribu- at a level of $363 million and includes 
tion to the police officers, fire fighters, $101 million for the Department of Pub
teachers, and judges retirement funds. lie Works and $140 million for the De
This is the 13th of 25 annual payments partment of Corrections. 
which will total $1.3 billion and was au- GENERAL PROVISIONS 

thorized by Public Law 96-122. Under general provisions, we reo-
Third, we recommend additional Fed- ommend language under section 114 of 

eral funds of $17 million above the re- the bill that restricts the use of Fed
quest primarily for special health and eral funds for abortions except to save 
education programs. Let me touch the life of the mother. 
briefly on each of these items; 12 mil- We have included language in section 
lion is for D.C. General Hospital to im- 134 of the bill allowing the District to 
prove and expand services to ease the accept and use, with the mayor's ap
financial burden placed on private hos- proval, donations received for public 
pitals who provide medical care to un- purposes authorized by law. The Ian
insured and are not compensated-this guage also requires that accurate 
$12,000,000 will also provide for records be maintained and that the 
physicals and immunizations for pre- records be made available for audit and 
school and school age children; $1 mil- public inspection. 
lion is for the D.C. Institute for Mental Mr. Chairman, it is the clear intent 
Health to provide professional mental of the committee that nothing in sec
health care to low-income, tion 134 is to be construed to override, 
underinsured, and indigent children, alter, or replace in any way section 132 
adults, and families in the District of of this bill. There is no disagreement 
Columbia; $50,000 is for the police de- on the committee with respect to the 
partment to be used at the chief's dis- meaning of section 134. 
cretion for community patrol activi- Section 134 is included in the bill at 
ties; $25,000 also for the police depart- the request of District officials to 
mentis for an accreditation study; $1.1 allow the city to raise private con
million is for the public schools for 
renovations to athletic and recreation tributions to replace local revenues for 
facilities and for maintenance and re- summer jobs and other programs nor-

mally funded with appropriations. The 
pairs; and $3 million is for children's city's local revenues are increasing at 
Hospital for a cost-shared National a much lower rate than in previous 
Child Protection, Trauma, and Re- years resulting in the curtailment of 
search Center estimated to cost $50 many programs which the mayor ex
million with most of those funds being pects to continue with private funds. 
raised from the private sector. 

DISTRICT FUNDS 

Mr. Chairman, we recommend $930 
million for public safety and justice 
programs which include fire and police 
protection, ambulance service, and sup
port for the city's criminal justice sys
tem. 

Bill language is included that re
quires the fire department to reduce 
overtime and make other improve
ments before it changes the staffing of 
its engine companies. 

In the area of human support serv
ices, the bill includes $877 million for 
programs such as drug treatment and 
education, foster care, mental health 
programs, and the operation of senior 
citizen programs. 

For public education, the bill in
cludes $706 million which includes $519 
million for the public schools and $21 

COMPLIANCE WITH BUDGET RESOLUTION 

As far as the budget resolution is 
concerned, this bill is within the 602(b) 
allocations of $700 million in both 
budget authority and outlays. 

APPRECIATION TO MEMBERS 

In closing, I want to thank all of the 
members on our subcommittee for 
their assistance in bringing this bill to 
the floor today; Mr. NATCHER of Ken
tucky, Mr. STOKES of Ohio, Mr. SABO of 
Minnesota, Mr. AuCoiN of Oregon, Mr. 
HOYER of Maryland, Mr. GALLO of New 
Jersey, the ranking member of our sub
committee, Mr. REGULA of Ohio, and 
Mr. DELAY of Texas. 

I want to especially thank Mr. 
NATCHER who has been on the sub
committee for 38 years-17 as chair
man-and who continues to serve with 
me. 
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Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill, and 

I recommend to the Members that they 
approve this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GALLO. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Chairman, first, let me com
mend Chairman DIXON for his leader
ship on the D.C. Subcommittee. I also 
want to thank the other members of 
the subcommittee, including Mr. REG
ULA and our new Republican member, 
Mr. DELAY, for their contributions. 

Also, the staff deserves recognition 
for their hard work. 

The gentleman from California, has 
provided a detailed summary of H.R. 
2699 which provides the federal pay
ment to the District of Columbia for 
fiscal year 1992 and approves the Dis
trict's budget. 

Our subcommittee worked very hard 
to respond to the real needs of the Dis
trict. 

Mayor Dixon promised to streamline 
District operations and I am convinced 
that her administration and the coun
cil are starting to make these hard de
cisions. I am encouraged by the Mayor 
and council's efforts to reduce spending 
and have been very impressed with the 
new team that now represents the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

Also, our colleague, the delegate to 
the House for the District of Columbia, 
ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, has contrib
uted greatly to restoring faith and 
credibility in the D.C. government. 

Our bill is consistent with the au
thorization bill passed by the House. 

And, according to the Office of Man
agement and Budget, our bill meets the 
requirements of the budget resolution 
and is within our 602(b) allocation. 

I will submit the letter from OMB for 
the RECORD. 

The District's budget plan for fiscal 
year 1992 reflects their commitment to 
make the hard choices and to get the 
District of Columbia back on the right 
track. 

For the most part, officials of the 
District government who testified be
fore our subcommittee have only been 
on the job a short time and are still 
trying to cope with the problems left 
by the last administration. 

This is why I support the increase in 
the Federal payment today. 

There are many areas in the District 
government that need complete over
hauling. When the Mayor appears be
fore us next year our subcommittee 
will be looking for real progress in a 
number of areas. 

We will be looking for real reductions 
in the bloated District work force, real 
improvements in the condition of the 
District school system, and real im
provements in the management of all 
critical agencies. 

For now, I ask the Members of the 
House to join me and the other mem-

bers of our subcommittee in supportin~ 
this budget request during this impor
tant time of transition for the D.C. 
government. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. DIXON. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 7 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia [Ms. 
NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Chairman, the 
District appropriation request before 
you today is best understood as an 
earned increase. It has been earned in 
two ways. First, the District, almost 
alone among federally funded entities, 
took an extraordinary decrease in its 
appropriation during the past 5 years. 
While the overall Federal budget in
creased 56 percent, the payment to the 
District decreased 18 percent. All the 
while, the District continued to deliver 
services to the Federal Government, 
including police and other vital serv
ices, at increased cost to the residents 
of the District, absorbed by them al
most alone. As a consequence, our resi
dents did what, I dare say, no jurisdic
tion in the country did. We raised local 
taxes by 50 percent over a period of 
only 5 years. We are one of the most 
expensive cities in the United States. 
With a declining population, more than 
20 percent elderly at one end and a 
Third World infant mortality rate at 
the other, the District took on addi
tional costs properly charged to the 
Federal Government. The city now 
asks for only partial reimbursement as 
it embarks on a period of what all con
cede is already one of extraordinary re
form under the brave and determined 
leadership of Mayor Sharon Pratt 
Dixon. 

There is a second sense in which the 
proposed increase has been earned-and 
is being earned as we speak. The in
crease that the District is requesting is 
currently being matched by cor
responding self-help and sacrifices that 
will save millions of dollars. 

First, the District has already made 
dramatic cuts. Under a new reform
minded administration, the District 
might have come to the Congress seek
ing to close its budget deficit by call
ing upon Federal funds denied and 
owed for services rendered in the past 
and tax and development opportunities 
denied by congressional legislation. In
stead, D.C. residents are currently ab
sorbing more than $200 million in self
inflicted cuts and pay raise deferrals in 
fiscal year 1991 and another $200 mil
lion of the same for fiscal year 1992-a 
$400 million cumulative cut. Mayor 
Dixon, City Council chair John Wilson, 
and the D.C. City Council proceeded 
upon a painful processes of absorbing 
two-thirds of an inherited budget defi
cit, asking Congress to take on only 
one-third. This self-help and self-reli
ance so impressed the Congress that 
the District's self-mandated cuts be
came an important factor in the deci-

sion of this body and of the Senate to 
grant Mayor Dixon's request for a $100 
million dire emergency supplemental. 
Our decision was received with great 
enthusiasm by gratified District resi
dents, and I believe that, in turn, the 
supplemental has been a factor in the 
willingness of our people to accept and 
absorb additional sacrifices-financial 
burdens that will have a special impact 
during the current recession, which 
shows no sign of let up in the District 
economy. 

These sacrifices include additional 
taxes for a city that is already second 
per capita in the United States in taxes 
paid. Last month, even after the dire 
emergency supplemental, Mayor Dixon 
had to ask the city council for emer
gency legislation that would increase 
the already high 6.7 percent gross re
ceipts tax imposed on public utility 
services and commodities to 9.7 per
cent. Mindful of the extraordinarily 
high D.C. taxes residents already pay, 
the Mayor's bill would exempt residen
tial customers from the increase and 
reduce their share of these taxes by 3 
percent. However, we all know that 
businesses may yet find a way to 
charge customers for all or part of the 
increase, especially considering that 
D.C. business also pays extraordinarily 
high taxes. 

Further, the Mayor has embarked on 
an extremely difficult and con trover
sial downsizing of the D.C. government 
that will ultimately yield millions of 
dollars in savings. She is seeking emer
gency legislation from our city council 
allowing layoffs of up to 2,000 midlevel 
management employees without bump
ing out frontline service delivery work
ers. I know that I do not need to tell 
the Members of this body that this ac
tion is fraught with political risk that 
demonstrates an especially determined 
efforts. 

In point- of fact, the District is re
questing only $33.5 million more than 
the fiscal year 1991 amount, consider
ing the $100 million supplemental and 
additional amounts already approved 
by Congress. Even with the requested 
increase, the Federal payment will be 
worth only $420 million-a decrease 
from the 1977 payment of $445 million, 
in 1982 dollars. 

The District incurred incredible 
hardship for almost 6 years of no in
creases in the Federal payment. It is 
time that the host city of the free 
world enjoyed the relationship with the 
Congress that the Congress wants and 
that the new administration has dem
onstrated that the District also de
sires. We want to become a proud jewel 
in our country's crown, as Paris is to 
France and as London is to England. 
We are enormously grateful to Con
gress for your support thus far. We 
want particularly to thank Mr. JULIAN 
DIXON who has skillfully worked mir
acles to help us now and through the 
years, Mr. DEAN GALLO, the ranking 
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minority member who has been a skill
ful friend and statesman when it 
wasn't easy, and the members of the 
D.C. Appropriations Committee, whose 
fairness to the District has been dis
tinctive. The Congress has helped us 
get part of the way toward the reform 
you desire and that the District is 
striving to achieve. Approve the D.C. 
appropriations as presented unani
mously by the appropriate committees. 
Please do not shortchange reform just 
as it has begun. 

0 1950 

Mr. GALLO. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY]. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Chairman, I 
rise today to join the distinguished 
chairman of the District of Columbia 
Subcommittee in supporting the in
crease in the Federal payment con
tained in H.R. 2699. The Appropriations 
Committee has raised the level of fund
ing for the Federal payment as envi
sioned in H.R. 2123, which passed the 
House on June 11, 1991, in unanimous 
vote. 

I am proud of H.R. 2123 and the 
strong bipartisan supp.ort it enjoyed 
both in the Committee on the District 
of Columbia and in the House where is 
passed. I am pleased that the Appro
priations Committee saw fit to fully 
fund the authorized payment, when it 
was able to find the funds to do this. 

Madam Chairman, there may be at
tempts tomorrow to reduce this pay
ment. I would only urge my colleagues 
to resist this. 

The District has a difficult road to 
hoe. It is not going to be easy to turn 
around what has occurred in the last 
number of years. The Mayor has begun 
in a courageous manner to face up to 
the awesome task. She is going to need 
all of the help that we can give. 

Those of us who reside permanently 
elsewhere but who work here have a re
sponsibility, too. This is our city. It is 
a Federal city. It belongs to indeed all 
Americans and indeed is the most im
portant city in the world. And we have 
18 million visitors a year, countless 
heads of state, and we need to make 
sure that we present the best possible 
image we can. 

We have been tough. This bill is no 
giveaway. The Mayor had requested 30 
percent, and there are strong argu
ments that can be made that she might 
have been entitled to that. The fact is 
we compromised at 24 percent and that 
we should not go below. 

If we do, we are going to invite an
other repeat of the Mayor having to 
come back and ask for a supplemental. 
I do not think any of my colleagues 
want to do that, any of them want to 
have to receive that. And if we do this 
bill, I do not think we will have to. 

0 2000 
Mr. GALLO. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Chair
man, I think we all are very happy that 
there have been changes for the better 
in Washington, DC, and that in the Dis
trict of Columbia today there is a spir
it of hope and opportunity that just 
was not here a year ago and certainly 
was not here in the years before that. 
This is due, perhaps, to the fact that in 
Washington, DC, we have a new Mayor, 
and all of us wish the Mayor our very 
best wishes, and I, too, would like to 
officially go on record here on the floor 
of the House making sure that I wish 
her the very best. 

Washington, DC, however, should not 
necessarily be outside of our other 
budget considerations. I support a 
major increase in what we are provid
ing the District of Columbia, and as 
well as I support a structure which will 
ensure that the District of Columbia 
can count on a certain percentage of 
support every year. I think that is jus
tifiable. I think that the efforts to 
work out exactly what that percentage 
would be have been long and arduous, 
and I certainly applaud those people 
who participated in this. 

Tonight I just would like to suggest 
that we face a major challenge in this 
country that also has to be considered, 
and that challenge is something that 
unless we come to grips with this par
ticular challenge it will overwhelm 
this country, and that any commit
ment that we choose to look at in the 
future and any type of problems that 
we face and solutions we would like to 
offer will be just overwhelmed by a 
huge wave of red ink that is heading in 
our direction. 

Today we are spending $1 billion a 
day more than we are taking in, which 
means we have to make some decisions 
today on how we can cut down that red 
ink. 

The District of Columbia is not going 
to be spared from the tough decisions 
that we have to make, and tomorrow I 
will be proposing that we keep the in
crease in the funds that are being de
livered to the District of Columbia to a 
2.4-percent increase as is consistent 
with the other pieces of legislation 
that are being presented before this 
Congress, because if we keep the per
centage of increase down to 2.4 percent, 
which will, of course, stress that the 
importance of reforms and stress the 
importance of making every dollar 
count, if we do that over a 10-year pe
riod with every piece of legislation 
that comes through this House, by the 
end of the decade we will have some 
control over this Federal deficit. I can 
assure you if we do not get control of 
the Federal deficit that the Federal 
deficit will have control of us, and we 
will not be able to obtain and to move 
forward and to secure many of the 

other goals that we have laid down for 
ourselves, whether in the District ot 
Columbia or anywhere else, because we 
have got to be responsible. 

Tomorrow my proposal is more 
aimed at trying to be responsible 
across the board in the Federal budget, 
and this happens to be how it affects 
the District of Columbia and our de
bate here on this particular issue. 

I guess I am just alerting the House 
today that we will be voting on this to
morrow. I will have more to say. I, 
again, would like to make sure that no 
one takes this in the wrong way, and 
that everyone knows that we are be
hind the new Mayor, and we hope and 
wish her the very best. . 

Mr. GALLO. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to my colleague, the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam 
Chairman, I thank my good friend, the 
gentleman from New Jersey, for yield
ing me this time. 

Madam Chairman, I want to join my 
colleagues and associate myself with 
the remarks of many who have ap
plauded Mayor Dixon and our fondest 
hopes that she has a very effective ten
ure as the new Mayor in what is truly 
a troubled city. She certainly inherited 
a mess, and we do wish her well, and I 
think many have expressed that, and I 
feel the same way. 

Madam Chairman, lest there be any 
misunderstanding, I just want to point 
out to my colleagues that the legisla
tion before us, while containing a num
ber of important provisions, contains 
language that effectively reverses cur
rent law and permits the District of 
Columbia to pay for abortion on de
mand. 

While it is true that no Federal funds 
can be used for abortion except to save 
the life of the mother, taxpayer funds 
over which Congress has clear jurisdic
tion are used to subsidize abortion on 
demand. 

Madam Chairman, the current law, 
the current policy, I believe, appears to 
be having some very positive effect. 
Taxpayer-funded abortion in the Dis
trict of Columbia declined, for exam
ple, from 3,139 in fiscal year 1988 to 1 in 
fiscal year 1989. Also of significance 
and of importance, the number of the 
repeat abortions, the repeat abortion 
rate which is still terribly high in the 
District, declined from 55 percent to 50 
percent, while the overall number of 
abortions declined by 847. That is po
tentially 847 kids who now have life be
cause of the policies that have been put 
into place. 

Let me just, finally, say to my col
leagues that the President has made it 
abundantly clear that he will veto this 
bill. It is coming back. And I trust that 
at that time when it comes back, when 
there is an attempt to override the 
President's veto, that we will have a 
full-blown debate on that issue before 
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the House, and hopefully the Presi
dent's veto will be sustained. 

Mr. GALLO. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN]. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to this appropriation. 

The bill calls for a 19-percent in
crease over last year for a $630 million 
Federal payment to the District of Co
lumbia. 

If we gave every Department in the 
Federal Government a 19-percent in
crease, we would be in even worse fi
nancial shape than now, if that is pos
sible. As the gentleman from California 
[Mr. ROHRABACHER] just pointed out, 
the Federal Goverr.ment is losing ap
proximately $1 billion a day. Our Fed
eral Government is broke, and not only 
broke, but over $4 trillion in debt. We 
are spending money that we. do not 
have. 

This city benefits greatly from the 
presence of our Federal Government. 
We should not have to pay for the 
privilege of being here. 

The fact that the Congress and all of 
our Federal departments and agencies 
are here means hundreds of millions of 
dolalrs to the local economy. 

Senator BYRD was criticized last year 
for getting an FBI fingerprint lab in 
West Virginia. He said at the time 
something that is true of my home 
State of Tennessee as well. He said 
that a $16,000-a-year job might not be a 
good job in Washington, but it was a 
very good job in West Virginia. Actu
ally we need to move more of our Fed
eral agencies out into the country 
where the land costs and building costs 
and rental costs and cost of living are 
much less than here. 

Then our Government would be clos
er to the people it serves, and we would 
save money to boot. 

I urge a no vote on this appropria
tion. 

Mr. GALLO. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from California [Mr. DOR
NAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Madam 
Chairman, I just wanted to underscore 
some of the remarks of my colleague, 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH], and to give heart to the prolife 
forces across this country, because I 
am proud to say it is the Dornan lan
guage that is being stripped out of the 
bill that is going to cause the Presi
dent to veto it. 

I have always had a great working re
lationship with my distinguished col
league, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DIXON], and I assume that we will 
follow the same reasonable pattern 
that we did last year, not the year be
fore, when the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DIXON] had some suspicion 
that the President would not protect 
the Dornan language by back-to-back 
Presidential vetoes. He did. This was 2 
years ago. 

So last year the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DIXON] ran through this 
drill which he is constrained to do that 
I am not allowed to have life-of-the
mother language in my amendment 
and get a vote on that on the floor, so 
we have decided to save our fight for 
the Presidential veto which will be No. 
4, protecting my language, protecting 
human life. During that time there will 
be a vigorous debate. 

I would suggest to my colleagues in 
the other party who are proabortion 
that they are going to have to take the 
White House to reverse this history. 
We do have way more than a third in 
each House to protect human life. 

Mr. DIXON. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Chairman, the gentleman 
from California who just addressed the 
House is absolutely correct. We have 
been through this drill before, but I do 
not think there is anyone on the floor 
of this House now or any Member of 
this House who can intellectually ra
tionalize a veto that, yes, the Presi
dent has given on two or three dif
ferent occasions on this bill. 

The Supreme Court in the Webster 
decision has said that States have the 
right to promulgate reasonable rules 
and regulations as they relate to abor
tions. And the prolife movement, as I 
have read and understood that move
ment, believes that that was a step for
ward in their cause. 

The District of Columbia is likened 
to a State and should be because it is 
a separate governmental entity. The 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH] talked about the Congress hav
ing jurisdiction over District matters, 
and because of the uniqueness of the 
Federal payment and the fact that the 
District does not have complete home 
rule, there is an appropriations com
mittee through which the money for 
the operators of the District, their own 
revenues, as well as the Federal pay
ment, must flow. 
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In that narrow sense, we have this ju

risdiction, but if we are to live up to 
the law and if the President is to ad
dress the Supreme Court decision fair
ly, he could not intellectually come to 
the conclusion that he has the right
the moral right-to disallow the Dis
trict from doing something that the 
Supreme Court has said the 50 States 
can do. And that is, to promulgate rea
sonable rules and regulations concern
ing abortions. 

So for that reason, Madam Chairman, 
I continually send this bill down to 
him. I cannot think of any good intel
lectual reason why he continues to 
veto this bill, but I can continually 
think of political reasons why he does. 
I think it is politically wrong for him 
to appeal to one group of our society, 
at the expense of the citizens of the 

District of Columbia. I think he does 
great damage to the District and he 
does great damage to the institution of 
the Presidency. 

Yes, he has the jurisdiction to do 
something to the District that he can
not do to any other State in this Na
tion. It is for that reason that we will 
send this bill back down to him, to let 
him veto it again if he so desires. 

Mr. GALLO. Madam Chairman, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DIXON. Madam Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committtee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. MAZ
ZOLI) having assumed the chair, Mrs. 
KENNELLY, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 2699) making appropriations for 
the government of the District of Co
lumbia and other activities chargeable 
in whole or in part against the reve
nues of said District for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1992, and for 
other purposes, had come to no resolu
tion thereon. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). Pursuant to the provisions of 
clause 5 of rule I, the Chair announces 
that he will postpone further proceed
ings today on each motion to suspend 
the rules on which a recorded vote or 
the yeas and nays are ordered, or on 
which the vote is objected to under 
clause 4 of rule XV. 

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will 
be taken on Wednesday, June 26, 1991. 

AMENDING THE IMMIGRATION ACT 
OF 1990 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 2332) to amend the Immigration 
Act of 1990 to extend for 4 months the 
application deadline for special tem
porary protected status for Salva
dorans, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2332 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. 4-MONTII EXTENSION OF APPLICA· 

TION DEADLINE FOR SPECIAL TEM· 
PORARY PROTECTED STATUS FOR 
SALVADORANS. 

Section 303(b)(1)(C) of the Immigration Act 
of 1990 is amended by striking "June 30, 1991" 
and inserting "October 31 , 1991 ". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BROOKS] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. McCOLLUM] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman who, I hope, will not do that again this 

from Texas [Mr. BROOKS]. 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 

of H.R. 2332, and I wish to commend the 
distinguished Chairman of the Rules 
Committee, Mr. MoAKLEY, for sponsor
ing this worthwhile legislation. 

Last year in the 1990 Immigration 
Act, Congress created a program called 
Temporary Protected Status. This pro
gram gives the Attorney General the 
authority to allow foreign nationals of 
specified countries to remain in the 
United States temporarily if, because 
of war or other life -endangering si tua
tions, it would be inhumane to require 
them to go back to those countries. 
Congress then specified in the 1990 act 
that the Attorney General was re
quired to provide temporary protected 
status to nationals of El Salvador. 

The President signed the 1990 Immi
gration Act into law last November 29, 
but it took the Department of Justice 
a full 6 months to issue final regula
tions regarding the program. By that 
time-May 22-there were only 5 weeks 
left in the application period. 

Congress did not intend that the Sal
vadoran Temporary Protected Status 
Program would have, in effect, a five 
week application period. We expected 
the program to be up and running early 
in the year. That is the principle rea
son why H.R. 2332, which extends the 
application period until October 31, 
1991, is deserving of our support. 

The simple fact is that even with a 4-
month extension, the Salvadoran Tem
porary Protected Status Program will 
have one of the shortest application pe
riods of any immigration program in 
memory. The 1986 Legalization Pro
gram had a 1-year application period; 
the 1986 Cuban-Haitian Program had a 
2-year application period; the 1986 Sea
sonal Agricultural Worker Program 
had an 18-month application period; 
the 1990 Filipino World War II Veterans 
Citizenship Program has a 2-year appli
cation period; and the application pe
riod for Liberians, Lebanese, and Ku
waitis who wish to apply for temporary 
protected status--the same status the 
Salvadorans receive-is one full year. 

When Congress creates a program
any program-it intends that it be im
plemented to the fullest and fairest ex
tent possible. When those charged with 
implementing the program have been 
unable to meet that goal, Congress has 
an obligation to step in and to get mat
ters back on track. That is precisely 
what H.R. 2332 does, and I urge my col
leagues to give this measure their full 
support. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. MAZZOLI], chairman of the 
Subcommittee on International Law 
Immigration, and Refugees, who shep
herded the major immigration bill 
through the committee last year and 

year. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I think I 

thank the chairman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I do appreciate the 
words of the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BROOKS], and I appreciate his lead
ership on the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, briefly stated, this bill 
extends for 4-months a period within 
which Salvadorans who are in the 
United States today might apply for 
the program called temporary pro
tected status. 

This bill, it should be noted, Mr. 
Speaker, does not extend the benefit 
period. The benefit period ends next 
June 30. This simply extends until Oc
tober 31 of this year, 1991, the period 
within which again these people can 
apply for this temporary status. 

As the chairman of the committee, 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS], our full committee chairman, 
has explained, this simply allows the 
people of El Salvador and four nations 
of the world to remain in the United 
States until the conditions in their 
country abate, whether those condi
tions are because of war or because of 
national disaster or famine or what-
ever. 

This simply says the time period for 
application will be extended. Mr. 
Speaker, the reason for the extension 
is that when the program began under 
terms of the 1990 act, it began January 
2. There was confusion about the 
amount of money which would be 
charged to the applicants. In those 
days, in January, it was in the several 
hundred dollar range. There was quite 
a bit of objection to that. That objec
tion was heeded by Commissioner Gene 
McNary of the Immigration Service. In 
May, revised standard and schedule of 
fees were issued, which were much 
more acceptable and much more re
sponsible and reasonable. 

That was a 4-month gap, 4-month pe
riod during which there was this confu
sion and uncertainty. What our bill 
does is just reestablishes this 4-month 
period in the form of an extension, 
until October 31 of the time which peo
ple can apply for these benefits. 

Once again, come next June 30, they 
have to either begin the process of 
going back home and there has to be a 
decision made of whether or not fur
ther extensions are in order. This bill, 
which came from the pen of the gen
tleman from Massachusetts, chairman 
of the Committee on Rules [Mr. MOAK
LEY] is, we think, a reasonable bill, and 
I urge its adoption. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us is simple and 
straightforward. Quite simply, it extends for 4 
months the application period for those Salva
dorans in the United States who may wish to 
apply for a program created by Congress last 
year, known as temporary protected status or 
"TPS." 

There was a hearing on H.R. 2332 held on 
May 15, and the full Judiciary Committee re
ported H.R. 2332 favorably on June 18. 

TPS is a statutorily created program de
signed to fill the middle ground between full
fledged refugee status and undocumented im
migration status. Essentially, temporary pro
tected status allows nationals from war-torn or 
otherwise dangerous countries to remain in 
the United States temporarily until conditions 
in the home country stabilize. It codifies and 
supersedes an administrative practice known 
as extended voluntary departure, which ex
isted since 1959 and which the Attorney Gen
eral has exercised in the past for nationals of 
such countries as Afghanistan, Cuba, and Po
land. 

H.R. 2332 does not extend the TPS benefits 
period. That is to say, it does not lengthen the 
period of temporary protected status. Under 
the terms of the 1990 Immigration Act, TPS 
for Salvadorans will expire on June 30 of next 
year. 

The temporary protected status application 
period-as opposed to the benefits period-is 
due to expire on June 30, just 5 days from 
now. Under H.R. 2332 the application period 
would be extended until October 31, 1991-in 
effect a 4 month extension. H.R. 2332 does 
nothing else. 

The registration period for the Salvadoran 
temporary status began on January 2, 1991. 
From the beginning there was confusion and 
controversy regarding the registration fee. The 
Salvadoran TPS Program authorizes the Immi
gration and Naturalization Service to establish 
a reasonable fee, taking into account their 
costs in running the program. Interim Regula
tions published by INS on January 7 set the 
fee at $330 per person for the life of the pro
gram, namely 18 months. This fee was per in
dividual, with no family fee cap. 

After numerous concerned parties com
plained that the fee was unaffordable for many 
persons, Immigration Service Commissioner 
Gene NcNary agreed on February 6 that the 
fees had been set too high. Unfortunately, reg
ulations to lower the fees were not promul
gated until May 22, just 5 weeks before the 
end of the program. 

Currently, the Salvadoran temporary pro
tected status fee is $75 for registration and 
$60 for an employment authorization card. 
These fees are one-time only. Moreover, a 
family cap of $225 has been established. 

As of today, approximately 85,000 Salva
dorans have applied for temporary protected 
status. Although no one knows how many Sal
vadorans may in theory be eligible for TPS, a 
safe guess is somewhere between 300,000 
and 500,000. When legislation was marked up 
last Congress, the Congressional Budget Of
fice estimated that 60 percent of the eligible 
Salvadoran population would register. As we 
can see, the current total of some 85,000 
comes nowhere near that percentage. 

By way of comparison, it is interesting to 
note that in designating nationals of Kuwait, 
Lebanon, and Liberia for temporary protected 
status, the Attorney General established appli
cation periods that are coterminous with the 
benefits periods. For each group, benefits are 
provided until March 27, 1992 and the applica
tion period runs until that date as well. Thus, 
the Salvadoran Program, even under H.R. 
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2332 will have a registration period and a ben
efits period shorter than those of the other 
states I have mentioned which qualify for tem
porary protected status. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, the distinguished chair
man of the Rules Committee, Mr. MOAKLEY, 
for introducing H.R. 2332 and I urge my col
leagues to support this meritorious bill. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume 
and rise in opposition to the bill. I rise 
reluctantly in opposition to this bill 
because it is a relatively short exten
sion of time. It appears on its face to 
be innocuous in that regard, but it has 
hidden impacts that were, unfortu
nately, not addressed in the full com
mittee. 

The extension requested is and has 
been correctly portrayed by the distin
guished chairman of my subcommittee 
and my committee chairman as being 
in respect to the fact that earlier this 
year the Immigration Service did not 
get the program off the ground as early 
as they expected to do and there were 
some glitches. 

0 2020 
But I am advised by the Immigration 

Service, and I think it is quite accu
rate, that indeed the time delay in
volved in this because of notice re
quirements and that sort of thing and 
the question of the fees being deter
mined really as a practical matter only 
amounted to 2 months, not 4 or 6 or 
any other figure, and yet this bill ex
tends the time to 4 months, or at least 
2 months more than I think it should 
be. 

I offered an amendment which was 
not accepted in the full Judiciary Com
mittee before this bill came out under 
suspension that would have reduced 
the time from 4 months to 2 months, in 
which case I could have supported the 
bill. 

Well, one can say what is the dif
ference between 4 months and 2 months 
when you are extending some of this 
time? But it is very significant because 
the Immigration Act of 1990 is effective 
the first day of October. The first day 
of October is the day after which the 
immigration authorities need all the 
resources they can possibly muster in 
order to begin the administration of 
the law that we enacted last year in 
many broad ways. It is a very dramatic 
change in lots of the laws, and the 
needs for personnel are very, very 
strong. These same personnel right 
now who are working on this particular 
application process for the 
Salvadoreans and the others who get 
this temporary stay will need to be 
used in October, and after October for 
quite a while in a very intense way to 
handle the major immigration bill. 

It seems to me that it is foolish, if it 
is not absolutely necessary, for us to 
take these personnel away from the job 
that they are supposed to do in October 

of this year and delay in essence or 
hamper the carrying out of the main 
act that we were passing, and it does 
not seem at all necessary. Two months 
would have done this. 

Unfortunately, again the bill is out 
here on suspension, no opportunity for 
amendment, and we are dealing with 
the fact that it is 4 months and it does 
carry us from June to October 31. 

I would submit that the reasonable 
thing to do, and whether it can be done 
here, obviously we cannot amend the 
bill under suspension if it passes, is 
that somewhere along the way in a 
conference with the Senate or however 
it might be, the reasonable thing to do 
is to arrive at a compromise of a 2-
month period rather than a 4-month 
period that is currently written into 
this particular bill. That way you free 
up the immigration personnel and you 
do not have them doing the kind of 
work they will be doing at the end of 
this period, and it is very important in 
the sense that it is the most intense 
time at the end of any application pe
riod where more personnel are needed. 
More applications are processed at that 
time than they are at any other time. 

So, for example, right now the sense 
is if this comes to a conclusion, we 
have more people applying this week 
than we would normally have had or 
we would expect to have throughout 
the entire rest of the period of time in
volved in the application opening. That 
is true for any immigration program. 
That is a historical fact. 

So if you end this program in Octo
ber, it is October that you are going to 
have all the need for the personnel to 
be involved and all the time of the Im
migration Service personnel. If you end 
this program instead in August, which 
would be 2 months instead of 4 months 
from now, you would get at the end of 
August all this time and resources 
being used. 

So I say, I oppose the bill reluc
tantly. 

I understand that the nature of this 
is not to extend the program itself, 
which the gentleman from Massachu
setts has been very sincere and very 
straightforward about his desire to 
maintain the agreement that was made 
in the Congress last year over the 
whole question of the Salvadoreans and 
their status, and I respect him for that; 
but it is a question of trying to make 
fairness apply here with some rules 
that were promulgated a little late, 
some fees that might have been over
stated, somewhat overstated at one 
point early in the application process, 
but at the same time putting some bal
ance and understanding into the fact 
that we have a problem with personnel 
being taken away from the enforce
ment process that they are supposed to 
be engaged in, which I do not think 
frankly we need to do by extending this 
for the full 4 months and into the 
month of October, to the 31st of Octo-

ber, which the bill does; so that is the 
reason for my opposition and the only 
reason for it. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY], the author of 
the bill, the father of the Salvadorans. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the illustrious chairman for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 2332-legislation to extend the 
application period by 4 months for the 
Salvadoran Temporary Protected Sta
tus Program. 

As you know, temporary protected 
status-better known as TP8-merely 
provides Salvadoran refugees, who have 
fled the violent civil war in their 
homeland, 18 months of protection 
with work authorization. It is a mod
est-yet very vital-relief which could 
impact as many as 500,000 Salvadorans 
who are currently here in the United 
States in an undocumented status. 

I want to thank both Chairman MAZ
ZOLI and Chairman BROOKS for moving 
this bill so expeditiously through both 
the Subcommittee on International 
Law and Refugees and the full Judici
ary Committee. The matter before us 
today is quite urgent-and needs imme
diate action-since the current applica
tion period for TPS expires on June 30. 

Congress intended that Salvadorans 
be granted 6 months to register for this 
protection. Unfortunately, due to the 
inherent difficulties in implementing 
the program, it took more than 4 
months for the administration to issue 
final regulations, including long-prom
ised fee reductions. 

During those first 4 months, there 
was a great deal of confusion and ap
prehension among many of the Salva
dorans whom Congress intended to 
help. 

The bottom line is this: Although 
this Congress promised Salvadorans 6 
months to apply for the TPS Pro
gram-in reality, we have only given 
them 2 months. That, Mr. Speaker, is 
simply not enough time. 

Mr. Speaker, very simply, all this 
legislation does is provide Salvadorans 
with the 6 months to apply for TPS 
that we promised-nothing more. It 
does not even extend the 18-month pe
riod of protection-that can only be 
done by the Attorney General. 

The more people who apply, the bet
ter for everyone, including INS and 
local communities where Salvadorans 
reside. The more Salvadorans who can 
obtain work permits and have the abil
ity to work legally in this country, the 
more who will be eligible to pay 
taxes-both local and Federal. And the 
more Salvadorans who can obtain this 
temporary legal status, the less likely 
that they will be subjected to exploi
tation by unscrupulous employers and 
landlords. 

Mr. Speaker, I am told that since the 
new regulations governing this pro-



16184 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE June 25, 1991 
gram were released, the numbers of 
Salvadorans coming forward have in
creased dramatically. I have been told 
that long lines are developing and that 
unless the application period is ex
tended, many will be unable to reg
ister. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill should not be 
controversial. I am told that even the 
White House supports an extension. I 
urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
2332. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SAWYER). The question is on the mo
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BROOKS] that the House sus
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 
2332, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

SEMICONDUCTOR INTERNATIONAL 
PROTECTION EXTENSION ACT OF 
1991 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 1998) to amend chapter 9 of title 
17, United States Code, regarding pro
tection extended to semiconductor chip 
products of foreign entities, as amend
ed. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 1998 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Semiconduc
tor International Protection Extension Act 
of 1991". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) section 914 of title 17, United States 

Code, which authorizes the Secretary of 
Commerce to issue orders extending interim 
protection under chapter 9 of title 17, United 
States Code, to mask works fixed in semi
conductor chip products and originating in 
foreign countries that are making good faith 
efforts and reasonable progress toward pro
viding protection, by treaty or legislation, to 
mask works of United States nationals, has 
resulted in substantial and positive legisla
tive developments in foreign countries re
garding protection of mask works; 

(2) the Secretary of Commerce has deter
mined that most of the industrialized coun
tries of the world are eligible for orders af
fording interim protection under section 914 
of title 17, United States Code; 

(3) no multilateral treaty recognizing the 
protection of mask works has come into 
force, nor has the United States become 
bound by any multilateral agreement regard
ing such protection; and 

(4) bilateral and multilateral relationships 
regarding the protection of mask works 
should be directed toward the international 

protection of mask works in an effective, 
consistent, and harmonious manner, and the 
existing bilateral authority of the Secretary 
of Commerce under chapter 9 of title 17, 
United States Code, should be extended to fa
cilitate the continued development of pro
tection for mask works. 

(b) PURPOSES.-The purposes of this Act 
are-

(1) to extend the period within which the 
Secretary of Commerce may grant interim 
protection orders under section 914 of title 
17, United States Code, to continue the in
centive for the bilateral and multilateral 
protection of mask works; and 

(2) to clarify the Secretary's authority to 
issue such interim protection orders. 
SEC. 3. AUTHORITY TO ISSUE PROTECTION OR

DERS. 
·section 914 of title 17, United States Code, 

is amended-
(1) in subsection (a)(1)(B) by inserting "or 

implementing" after "enacting"; and 
(2) in subsection (e) by striking "July 1, 

1991" and inserting "July 1, 1995". 
SEC. 4. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

Section 914(f)(2) of title 17, United States 
Code, is amended in the last sentence by 
striking "July 1, 1990" and inserting "July 1, 
1994". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BROOKS] will be recognized 
for 2 minutes, and the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MooRHEAD] will be rec
ognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS]. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

Mr. Speaker, a little over 6 years ago, 
the Congress passed the Semiconductor 
Chip Protection Act of 1984. The act 
broke new ground in the field of intel
lectual property law by establishing a 
free-standing form of protection, a 
mixture of patent and copyright law 
principles, to protect the mask works 
used to create semiconductor chip 
products. The act, which conferred 10 
years of protection on mask works, has 
been termed a great success by most 
observers. It has reduced the piracy of 
a unique form of American ingenuity. 

Today, chips are used to operate ev
erything from computers to tele
phones, from industrial automation to 
automobiles, from Patriot missiles to 
smart bombs. A heal thy American 
semiconductor industry is vital to U.S. 
economic and military security. 

H.R. 1998 extends a transitional pro
vision in the 1984 act, section 914, that 
was designed to stimulate worldwide 
protection for chip designs. Section 914 
of the Chip Act provides the Secretary 
of Commerce with authority to issue 
interim protection to foreign mask 
works provided that certain conditions 
are met, including a finding that for
eign countries are making good faith 
efforts and reasonable progress toward 
reciprocal protection of chip designs 
owned by U.S. nationals. This carrot
and-stick approach has allowed the 
United States to develop bilateral rela
tions with 19 foreign countries which 
produce virtually all of the world's 
semiconductor chips. 

The Secretary's authority com
menced on the date of enactment of the 
act, November 8, 1984, and is scheduled 
to terminate on July 1, 1991. Congress 
extended the Secretary's authority in 
1987. H.R. 1998 extends the authority of 
the Secretary for 4 more years, until 
July 1, 1995. The proposed legislation 
also requires the Secretary to file are
port to Congress on the effectiveness of 
section 914. This report provision and 
the temporary extension of the Sec
retary's authority will assist the Com
mittee on the Judiciary in exercising 
its legislative oversight responsibil
ities. 

The Subcommittee on Intellectual 
Property and Judicial Administration, 
under the able leadership of BILL 
HUGHES, has done a superb job on this 
important piece of legislation. I also 
commend the ranking minority mem
ber of the subcommittee, CARLOS 
MOORHEAD, and the gentlemen from 
California, Mr. EDWARDS and Mr. MI
NETA, for their contributions. 

We can pass this bill and send it to 
the White House for a signature by 
President Bush before the authority of 
the Secretary of Commerce expires on 
July 1. I urge the Members' support. 

0 2030 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to indicate 
my strong support for H.R. 1998, the 
Semiconductor International Protec
tion Extension Act of 1991. This legisla
tion would extend for 4 years, until 
July 1, 1995, the authority of the Sec
retary of Commerce to issue orders 
providing interim protection for semi
conductor chips under the terms of sec
tion 914 of the Semiconductor Chip 
Protection Act. The legislation, which 
does not have any opposition, is 
strongly supported by the Semiconduc
tor Industry Association and the ad-
ministration. · 

I would like to commend the chair
man of the Intellectual Property and 
Judicial Administration Subcommit
tee, BILL HUGHES, for his leadership on 
this issue. Also to be commended are 
my colleagues from California, DON ED
WARDS and NORM MINETA as well as our 
former colleague Dan Lungren, for 
their longstanding interest and con
tributions in this area. Finally, I would 
like to recognize the efforts of the 
former chairman of the Intellectual 
Property Subcommittee, Bob Kasten
meier, who was instrumental in pas
sage of the original Chip Act. 

By all accounts the U.S. Semiconduc
tor Chip Protection Act has worked 
well since its enactment in 1984. To 
date bilateral relationships have been 
established with 19 countries under sec
tion 914 of the act. Clearly, section 914 
has proven to be an important catalyst 
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for the protection of semiconductor 
chips in the international community 
and should be extended. And while ef
forts to date at achieving a multilat
eral agreement have not proven suc
cessful, they have helped identify in 
the World Intellectual Property Orga
nization a consensus as to the appro
priate standards for protection among 
nations which have legislated on chip 
protection. This is important, for while 
a multilateral agreement is a worthy 
goal we do not want to do anything 
that would in any way diminish cur
rent levels of protection that are af
forded by our existing laws. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to commend the Secretary of Com
merce, the Patent and Trademark Of
fice, and the Copyright Office for the 
way they have performed their respec
tive roles in implementing and admin
istering the act. H.R. 1998 is sound leg
islation and I urge my colleagues' sup
port for it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. HUGHES], the distinguished 
chairman of the Subcommittee on In
tellectual Property and Judicial Ad
ministration. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, the House should vote 
to extend an experimental law-section 
914 of the Semiconductor Chip Protec
tion Act of 1984-that is aimed at de
veloping worldwide protection for 
semiconductor chip designs. My bill, 
H.R. 1998, accomplishes this goal. 

Semiconductor chips represent a new 
and very important kind of intellectual 
property, a type of property of crucial 
importance to the United States. Chips 
fuel the modern day electronics indus
try and provide the enabling tech
nology for this country's defense and 
communications capabilities. Semi
conductor chips served this country 
well in the gulf war. 

The 1984 act drew on the richness of 
both our copyright and patent laws and 
addressed the unique needs of both the 
semiconductor industry and the public. 
It conferred 10 years of protection on 
the mask works used to design semi
conductor chips. 

The 1984 act was the result of 6 years 
of hard work by the House Judiciary 
Subcommittee on Courts, Civil Lib
erties and the Administration of Jus
tice, the subcommittee I now chair. 
The subcommittee had much help: 
Former subcommittee Chairman Kas
tenmeier and the ranking minority 
member, Mr. MOORHEAD, authored the 
final version of the bill; Congressmen 
EDWARDS and MINETA were the chief 
sponsors; in the Senate, Senators 
LEAHY and MATHIAS likewise played 
leading roles. 

As was shown in testimony before my 
subcommittee at a recent oversight 

hearing, the 1984 act has been success
ful both domestically and internation
ally. In a world of shrinking borders, a 
level playing field is necessary. When 
multilateral treaties are not available, 
the United States may resort to bilat
eralism with incentives similar to 
those found in section 914 of the Chip 
Act. We will treat foreign countries es
sentially as they treat us. Section 914 
has allowed the United States to de
velop bilateral relations with 19 foreign 
countries which collectively comprise 
most of the world's chip producing na
tions. The net result is that American 
chips are now being protected overseas 
and foreign chips are protected here. 

I am pleased that a consensus has de
veloped in favor of H.R. 1998 which re
ceived the unanimous endorsement of 
the House Committee on the Judiciary 
and has the support of the administra
tion, the Copyright Office and the 
Semiconductor Industry Association 
among others. 

On June 12, the Senate passed vir
tually identical legislation in the form 
of S. 909, which we will take up assum
ing passage of H.R. 1998. 

I commend the Secretary of Com
merce and the Assistant Secretary of 
Commerce for Patents and Trademarks 
for a job well done in administering 
section 914. 

I also would like to thank the spon
sors of H.R. 1998 including the ranking 
minority member of the subcommittee, 
Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. EDWARDS of Cali
fornia, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
Mr. KOPETSKI, and Mr. MINETA. In the 
other body, Senators LEAHY and HATCH 
are to be applauded for their leader
ship. 

It is essential that we extend an im
portant provision of the original 1984 
act before it expires on July 1, 1991. 
Passage of this bill today will ensure a 
signature by President Bush before the 
sunset date, thereby preserving and 
promoting the rule of law worldwide 
for the semiconductor industry. 

I urge your undivided support for the 
proposed legislation. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
SAWYER). The question is on the mo
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BROOKS] that the House sus
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 
1998, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on the Judiciary be discharged 
from further consideration of the Sen-

ate bill (S. 909) to amend chapter 9 of 
title 17, United States Code, regarding 
protection extended to semiconductor 
chip products of foreign entities, and 
ask for its immediate consideration in 
the House. 

The clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol

lows: 
S.909 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Semiconduc
tor International Protection Extension Act 
of 1991''. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that--
(1) section 914 of title 17, United States 

Code, which authorizes the Secretary of 
Commerce to issue orders extending interim 
protection under chapter 9 of title 17, United 
States Code, to mask works fixed in semi
conductor chip products and originating in 
foreign countries that are making good faith 
efforts and reasonable progress toward pro
viding protection, by treaty or legislation, to 
mask works of United States nationals, has 
resulted in substantial and positive legisla
tive developments in foreign countries re
garding protection of mask works; 

(2) the Secretary of Commerce has deter
mined that most of the industrialized coun
tries of the world are eligible for orders af
fording interim protection under section 914 
of title 17, United States Code; 

(3) no multilateral treaty recognizing the 
protection of mask works has come into 
force, nor has the United States become 
bound by any multilateral agreement regard
ing such protection; and 

(4) bilateral and multilateral relationships 
regarding the protection of mask works 
should be directed toward the international 
protection of mask works in an effective, 
consistent, and harmonious manner, and the 
existing bilateral authority of the Secretary 
of Commerce under chapter 9 of title 17, 
United States Code, should be extended to fa
cilitate the continued development of pro
tection for mask works. 

(b) PURPOSES.-The purposes of this Act 
are-

(1) to extend the period within which the 
Secretary of Commerce may grant interim 
protection orders under section 914 of title 
17, United States Code, to continue the in
centive for the bilateral and multilateral 
protection of mask works; and 

(2) to clarify the Secretary's authority to 
issue such interim protection orders. 
SEC. 3. AUTHORITY TO ISSUE PROTECTION OR

DERS. 
Section 914 of title 17, United States Code, 

is amended-
(1) in subsection (a)(1)(B) by inserting "or 

implementing" after "enacting"; and 
(2) in subsection (e) by striking "July 1, 

1991" and inserting "July 1, 1995". 
SEC. 4. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

Section 914(f)(2) of title 17, United States 
Code, is amended in the last sentence by 
striking "July 1, 1990" and inserting "July 1, 
1994" . 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
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time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

A similar House bill (H.R. 1998) was 
laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 1998 and H.R. 2332, the two bills 
just considered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS 
AFFAIRS CODIFICATION ACT 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 2525) to amend title 38, Unit
ed States Code, to codify the provisions 
of law relating to the establishment of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs, to 
restate and reorganize certain provi
sions of that title, and for other pur
poses, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2525 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES TO TITLE 

38, UNITED STATES CODE. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 

the "Department of Veterans Affairs Codi
fication Act". 

(b) REFERENCES.-Except in sections 3 and 
6 and as otherwise expressly provided, when
ever in this Act an amendment or repeal is 
expressed in terms of an amendment to, or 
repeal of, a section or other provision, the 
reference shall be considered to be made to a 
section or other provision of title 38, United 
States Code. 
SEC. 2. CODIFICATION, REORGANIZATION, AND 

REVISION OF LAWS RELATING TO 
ESTABUSHMENT, ORGANIZATION, 
AND AUTIIORITY OF THE DEPART· 
MENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Part I is amended by 
striking out chapter 3 and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"Sec. 

"CHAPTER 3-DEPARTMENT OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS 

"301. Department. 
"302. Seal. 
"303. Secretary of Veterans Affairs. 
"304. Deputy Secretary of Veterans Alfairs. 
"305. Chief Medical Director. 
"306. Chief Benefits Director. 
"307. Director of the National Cemetery Sys

tem. 
"308. Assistant Secretaries; Deputy Assistant 

Secretaries. 
"309. Chief Financial Officer. 
"310. Chief Information Resources Officer. 
"311. General Counsel. 
"312. Inspector General. 
"313. Availability of appropriations. 
"314. Central Office. 
"315. Regional offices. 
"316. Colocation of regional offices and medi

cal centers. 
"§30l.I>epartmment 

"(a) The Department of Veterans Affairs is 
an executive department of the United 
States. 

"(b) The purpose of the Department is to 
administer the laws providing benefits and 
other services to veterans and the depend
ents and the beneficiaries of veterans. 

"(c) The Department is composed of the 
following: 

"(1) The Office of the Secretary. 
"(2) The Veterans Health Administration. 
"(3) The Veterans Benefits Administration. 
"(4) The National Cemetery System. 
"(5) The Board of Veterans' Appeals. 
"(6) The Veterans' Canteen Service. 
"(7) The Board of Contract Appeals. 
"(8) Such other offices and agencies as are 

established or designated by law or by the 
President or the Secretary. 

"(9) Any office, agency, or activity under 
the control or supervision of any element 
named in paragraphs (1) through (8). 
"§302. Seal 

"(a) The Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
shall cause a seal of office to be made for the 
Department of such device as the President 
shall approve. Judicial notice shall be taken 
of the seal. 

"(b) Copies of any public document, record, 
or paper belonging to or in the files of the 
Department, when authenticated by the seal 
and certified by the Secretary (or by an offi
cer or employee of the Department to whom 
authority has been delegated in writing by 
the Secretary), shall be evidence equal with 
the original thereof. 
"§303. Secretary of Veterans Affairs 

"There is a Secretary of Veterans Affairs, 
who is the head of the Department and is ap
pointed by the President, by and with the ad
vice and consent of the Senate. The Sec
retary is responsible for the proper execution 
and administration of all laws administered 
by the Department and for the control, di
rection, and management of the Department. 
"§304. Deputy Secretary of Veterans Affairs 

"There is in the Department a Deputy Sec
retary of Veterans Affairs, who is appointed 
by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. The Deputy Secretary 
shall perform such functions as the Sec
retary shall prescribe. Unless the President 
designates another officer of the Govern
ment, the Deputy Secretary shall be Acting 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs during the ab
sence or disability of the Secretary or in the 
event of a vacancy in the office of Secretary. 
"§ 305. Chief Medical Director 

"(a)(1) There is in the Department a Chief 
Medical Director, who is appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and con
sent of the Senate. 

"(2) The Chief Medical Director shall be a 
doctor of medicine and shall be appointed 
without regard to political affiliation or ac
tivity and solely-

"(A) on the basis of demonstrated ability 
in the medical profession, in health-care ad
ministration and policy formulation, and in 
health-care fiscal management; and 

"(B) on the basis of substantial experience 
in connection with the programs of the Vet
erans Health Administration or programs of 
similar content and scope. 

"(b) The Chief Medical Director is the head 
of, and is directly responsible to the Sec
retary for the operation of, the Veterans 
Health Administration. 

"(c) The Chief Medical Director shall be 
appointed for a period of four years, with re
appointment permissible for successive like 
periods. If the President removes the Chief 
Medical Director before the completion of 
the term for which the Chief Medical Direc
tor was appointed, the President shall com-

municate the reasons for the removal to 
Congress. 

"(d)(1) Whenever a vacancy in the position 
of Chief Medical Director occurs or is antici
pated, the Secretary shall establish a com
mission to recommend individuals to the 
President for appointment to the position. 

"(2) A commission established under this 
subsection shall be composed of the follow
ing members appointed by the Secretary: 

"(A) Three persons representing clinical 
care and medical research and education ac
tivities affected by the Veterans Health Ad
ministration. 

"(B) Two persons representing veterans 
served by the Veterans Health Administra
tion. 

"(C) Two persons who have experience in 
the management of veterans health services 
and research programs, or programs of simi
lar content and scope. 

"(D) The Deputy Secretary of Veterans Af
fairs. 

"(E) The Chairman of the Special Medical 
Advisory Group established under section 
7312 of this title. 

"(F) One person who has held the position 
of Chief Medical Director (including service 
as Chief Medical Director of the Veterans' 
Administration), if the Secretary determines 
that it is desirable for such person to be a 
member of the Commission. 

"(3) A commission established under this 
subsection shall recommend at least three 
individuals for appointment to the position 
of Chief Medical Director. The commission 
shall submit all recommendations to the 
Secretary. The Secretary shall forward the 
recommendations to the President with any 
comments the Secretary considers appro
priate. Thereafter, the President may re
quest the commission to recommend addi
tional individuals for appointment. 

"(4) The Assistant Secretary or Deputy As
sistant Secretary of Veterans Affairs who 
performs personnel management and labor 
relations functions shall serve as the execu
tive secretary of a commission established 
under this subsection. 
"§ 306. Chief Benefits Director 

"(a) There is in the Department a Chief 
Benefits Director, who is appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and con
sent of the Senate. The Chief Benefits Direc
tor shall be appointed without regard to po
litical affiliation or activity and solely on 
the basis of demonstrated ability in-

"(1) fiscal management; and 
"(2) the administration of programs within 

the Veterans Benefits Administration or pro
grams of similar content and scope. 

"(b) The Chief Benefits Director is the 
head of, and is directly responsible to the 
Secretary for the operations of, the Veterans 
Benefits Administration. 

"(c) The Chief Benefits Director shall be 
appointed for a period of four years, with re
appointment permissible for successive like 
periods. If the President removes the Chief 
Benefits Director before the completion of 
the term for which the Chief Benefits Direc
tor was appointed, the President shall com
municate the reasons for the removal to 
Congress. 

"(d)(1) Whenever a vacancy in the position 
of Chief Benefits Director occurs or is antici
pated, the Secretary shall establish a com
mission to recommend individuals to the 
President for appointment to the position. 

"(2) A commission established under this 
subsection shall be composed of the follow
ing members appointed by the Secretary: 

"(A) Three persons representing education 
and training, real estate, mortgage finance, 
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and related industries, and survivor benefits 
activities affected by the Veterans Benefits 
Administration. 

"(B) Two persons representing veterans 
served by the Veterans Benefits Administra
tion. 

"(C) Two persons who have experience in 
the management of veterans benefits pro
grams or programs of similar content and 
scope. 

"(D) The Deputy Secretary of Veterans Af
fairs. 

"(E) The chairman of the Veterans' Advi
sory Committee on Education formed under 
section 3692 of this title. 

"(F) One person who has held the position 
of Chief Benefits Director, (including service 
as Chief Benefits Director of the Veterans' 
Administration), if the Secretary determines 
that it is desirable for such person to be a 
member of the Commission. 

"(3) A commission established under this 
subsection shall recommend at least three 
individuals for appointment to the position 
of Chief Benefits Director. The commission 
shall submit all recommendations to the 
Secretary. The Secretary shall forward the 
recommendations to the President with any 
comments the Secretary considers appro
priate. Thereafter, the President may re
quest the commission to recommend addi
tional individuals for appointment. 

"(4) The Assistant Secretary or Deputy As
sistant Secretary of Veterans Affairs who 
performs personnel management and labor 
relations functions shall serve as the execu
tive secretary of a commission established 
under this subsection. 
"§307. Director of the National Cemetery Sys

tem 
"There is in the Department a Director of 

the National Cemetery System, who is ap
pointed by the President, by and with the ad
vice and consent of the Senate. The Director 
is the head of the National Cemetery System 
as established in section 2400 of this title and 
shall perform such functions as may be as
signed by the Secretary. 
"§ 308. Assistant Secretaries; Deputy Assistant 

Secretaries 
"(a) There shall be in the Department not 

more than six Assistant Secretaries. Each 
Assistant Secretary shall be appointed by 
the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. 

"(b) The Secretary shall assign to the As
sistant Secretaries responsibility for the ad
ministration of such functions and duties as 
the Secretary considers appropriate, includ
ing the following functions: 

"(1) Budgetary and financial functions. 
"(2) Personnel management and labor rela

tions functions. 
"(3) Planning, studies, and evaluations. 
"(4) Management, productivity, and logis

tic support functions. 
"(5) Information management functions as 

required by section 3506 of title 44. 
"(6) Capital facilities and real property 

program functions. 
"(7) Equal opportunity functions. 
"(8) Functions regarding the investigation 

of complaints of employment discrimination 
within the Department. 

"(9) Functions regarding intergovern
mental, public, and consumer information 
and affairs. 

"(10) Procurement functions. 
"(c) Whenever the President nominates an 

individual for appointment as an Assistant 
Secretary, the President shall include in the 
communication to the Senate of the nomina
tion a statement of the particular functions 

of the Department specified in subsection 
(b), and any other functions of the Depart
ment, the individual will exercise upon tak
ing office. 

"(d)(1) There shall be in the Department 
such number of Deputy Assistant Secretar
ies, not exceeding 18, as the Secretary may 
determine. Each Deputy Assistant Secretary 
shall be appointed by the Secretary and shall 
perform such functions as the Secretary pre
scribes. 

"(2) At least two-thirds of the number of 
positions established and filled under para
graph (1) shall be filled by individuals who 
have at least five years of continuous service 
in the Federal civil service in the executive 
branch immediately preceding their appoint
ment as a Deputy Assistant Secretary. For 
purposes of determining such continuous 
service of an individual, there shall be ex
cluded any service by such individual in a 
position-

"(A) of a confidential, policy-determining, 
policy-making, or policy-advocating char
acter; 

"(B) in which such individual served as a 
noncareer appointee in the Senior Executive 
Service, as such term is defined in section 
3132(a)(7) of title 5; or 

"(C) to which such individual was ap
pointed by the President. 
"§ 309. Chief Financial Officer 

"The Secretary shall designate the Assist
ant Secretary whose functions include budg
etary and financial functions as the Chief Fi
nancial Officer of the Department. The Chief 
Financial Officer shall advise the Secretary 
on financial management of the Department 
and shall exercise the authority and carry 
out the functions specified in section 902 of 
title 31. 
"§ 310. Chief Information Resources Officer 

"(a) The Secretary shall designate the As
sistant Secretary whose functions include in
formation management functions (as re
quired by section 3506 of title 44) as the Chief 
Information Resources Officer of the Depart
ment. 

"(b) The Chief Information Resources Offi
cer shall advise the Secretary on informa
tion and management activities of the De
partment as required by section 3506 of title 
44. 

"(c) The Chief Information Resources Offi
cer shall develop and maintain an informa
tion resources management system for the 
Department that provides for-

"(1) the conduct of, and accountability for, 
any acquisitions made pursuant to a delega
tion of authority under section 111 of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Serv
ices Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 759); 

"(2) the implementation of all applicable 
Governmentwide and Department informa
tion policies, principles, standards, and 
guidelines with respect to information col
lection, paperwork reduction, privacy and se
curity of records, sharing and dissemination 
of information, acquisition and use of infor
mation technology, and other information 
resources management functions; 

"(3) the periodic evaluation of and (as 
needed) the planning and implementation of 
improvements in the accuracy, complete
ness, and reliability of data and records con
tained within Department information sys
tems; and 

"(4) the development and annual revision 
of a five-year plan for meeting the Depart
ment's information technology needs. 

"(d) The Chief Information Resources Offi
cer shall report directly to the Secretary in 
carrying out the duties of the Chief Informa-

tion Resources Officer under this section and 
under chapter 35 of title 44. 
"§311. General Counsel 

"There is in the Department the Office of 
the General Counsel. There is at the head of 
the office a General Counsel, who is ap
pointed by the President, by and with the ad
vice and consent of the Senate. The General 
Counsel is the chief legal officer of the De
partment and provides legal assistance to 
the Secretary concerning the programs and 
policies of the Department. 
"§ 312. Inspector General 

"(a) There is in the Department an Inspec
tor General, who is appointed by the Presi
dent, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, as provided in the Inspector Gen
eral Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App. 3). The Inspec
tor General performs the functions, has the 
responsibilities, and exercises the powers 
specified in that Act. 

"(b)(1) The Secretary shall provide for not 
less than 40 full-time positions in the Office 
of Inspector General in addition to the num
ber of such positions in that office on March 
15, 1989. 

"(2) The President shall include in the 
budget transmitted to the Congress for each 
fiscal year pursuant to section 1105 of title 31 
an estimate of the amount for the Office of 
Inspector General that is sufficient to pro
vide for a number of full-time positions in 
that office that is not less than the number 
of full-time positions in that office on March 
15, 1989, plus 40. 

"(3) The Secretary shall provide the num
ber of additional full-time positions in the 
Office of Inspector General required by para
graph (1) not later than September 30, 1991. 
"§313. Availability of appropriations 

"(a) Funds appropriated to the Department 
may remain available until expended. 

"(b) Funds appropriated to the Department 
may not be used for a settlement of more 
than $1,000,000 on a construction contract un
less-

"(1) the settlement is audited by an entity 
outside the Department for reasonableness 
and appropriateness of expenditures; and 

"(2) the settlement is provided for specifi
cally in an appropriation law. 
"§314. Central Office 

"The Central Office of the Department 
shall be in the District of Columbia. 
"§315. Regional offices 

"(a) The Secretary may establish such re
gional offices and such other field offices 
within the United States, its Territories, 
Commonwealths, and possessions, as the Sec
retary considers necessary. 

"(b) The Secretary may maintain a re
gional office in the Republic of the Phil
ippines until September 30, 1991. 
"§ 316. Colocation of regional offices and med

ical centers 
"(a) To provide for a more economical, effi

cient, and effective operation of such re
gional offices, the Secretary shall provide for 
the colocation of at least three regional of
fices with medical centers of the Depart
ment-

"(1) on real property under the jurisdiction 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs at 
such medical centers; or 

"(2) on real property that is adjacent to 
such a medical center and is under the juris
diction of the Department as a result of 
being conveyed to the United States for the 
purpose of such colocation. 

"(b)(l) In carrying out this section and 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
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the Secretary may lease, with or without 
compensation and for a period of not to ex
ceed 35 years, to another party at not more 
than seven locations any of the real property 
described in paragraph (1) or (2) of subsection 
(a). 

"(2) Such real property shall be used as the 
site of a facility-

' '(A) constructed and owned by the lessee 
of such real property; and 

"(B) leased under subsection (c)(l) to the 
Department for such use and such other ac
tivities as the Secretary determines are ap
propriate. 

"(c)(l) The Secretary may enter into a 
lease for the use of any facility described in 
subsection (b)(2) for not more than 35 years 
under such terms and conditions as may be 
in the best interests of the Department. 

"(2) Each agreement for such a lease shall 
provide-

"(A) that the obligation of the United 
States to make payments under the agree
ment is subject to the availability of appro
priations for that purpose; and 

"(B) that the ownership of the facility 
shall vest in the United States at the end of 
such lease. 

"(d)(l) The Secretary may sublease any 
space in such a facility to another party at 
a rate not less than-

"(A) the rental rate paid by the Secretary 
for such space under subsection (c); plus 

"(B) the amount the Secretary pays for the 
costs of administering such facility (includ
ing operation, maintenance, utility, and re
habilitation costs) which are attributable to 
such space. 

"(2) In any such sublease, the Secretary 
shall include such terms relating to default 
and nonperformance as the Secretary consid
ers appropriate to protect the interests of 
the United States. 

"(e) The Secretary shall use the receipts of 
any payment for the lease of real property 
under subsection (b) for the payment of the 
lease of a facility under subsection (c). 

"(f)(l) Subject to paragraph (3)(A), the Sec
retary shall, not later than April 18, 1990, 
issue an invitation for offers with respect to 
three colocations to be carried out under 
this section. The invitation shall include, 
with respect to each such colocation, at least 
the following: 

"(A) Identification of the site to be devel
oped. 

"(B) Minimum office space requirements 
for regional office activities. 

"(C) Design criteria of the facility to be 
constructed. 

"(D) A plan for meeting the security and 
parking needs for the facility and its occu
pants and visitors. 

"(E) A statement of current and projected 
rents and other costs for regional office ac
tivities. 

"(F) The estimated cost of construction of 
the facility concerned, the estimated annual 
cost of leasing space for regional office ac
tivities in the facility, and the estimated 
total annual cost of leasing all space in such 
facility. 

"(G) A plan for securing appropriate li
censes, easements, and rights-of-way. 

"(H) A list of terms and conditions the 
Secretary has approved for inclusion in the 
lease agreement for the facility concerned. 

"(2) Subject to paragraph (3)(B), the Sec
retary shall-

"(A) not later than one year after the date 
on which the invitation is issued under para
graph (1), enter into an agreement to carry 
out one colocation under this subsection; 
and 

"(B) within 180 days after entering into the 
agreement referred to in subparagraph (A), 
enter into agreements to carry out two addi
tional colocations, 
unless the Secretary determines that it is 
not economically feasible for the Depart
ment to undertake them, taking into consid
eration all of the tangible and intangible 
benefits associated with such colocations. 

"(3) The Secretary shall-
"(A) at least 10 days before the issuance or 

other publication of the invitation referred 
to in paragraph (1), submit a copy of the in
vitation to the Committees on Veterans' Af
fairs of the Senate and House of Representa
tives; and 

"(B) at least 30 days before entering into 
an agreement under paragraph (2), submit a 
copy to the Committees on Veterans' Affairs 
of the Senate and House of Representatives 
of the proposals selected by the Secretary 
from those received in response to the invi
tation issued under paragraph (1). 

"(g) The authority to enter into an agree
ment under this section shall expire on Sep
tember 30, 1992. 

"CHAPTER 5-AUTHORITY AND DUTIES 
OF THE SECRETARY 

"SUBCHAPTER I-GENERAL AUTHORITIES 

"Sec. 
"501. Rules and regulations. 
"502. Judicial review of rules and regula-

tions. 
"503. Administrative error; equitable relief. 
"505. Opinions of Attorney General. 
"510. Authority to reorganize offices. 
"511. Decisions of the Secretary; finality. 
"512. Delegation of authority; assignment of 

functions and duties. 
"513. Contracts and personal services. 
"515. Administrative settlement of tort 

claims. 
"SUBCHAPTER II-SPECIFIED FUNCTIONS 

"521. Assistance to certain rehabilitation ac
tivities. 

"522. Studies of rehabilitation of disabled 
persons. 

"523. Coordination and promotion of other 
programs affecting veterans 
and their dependents. 

"525. Publication of laws relating to veter
ans. 

"527. Evaluation and data collection. 
"529. Annual report to Congress. 

''SUBCHAPTER Til-ADVISORY COMMITTEES 
"541. Advisory Committee on Former Pris

oners of War. 
"542. Advisory Committee on Women Veter

ans. 
"SUBCHAPTER I-GENERAL 

AUTHORITIES 
"§ 501. Rules and regulations 

"(a) The Secretary has authority to pre
scribe all rules and regulations which are 
necessary or appropriate to carry out the 
laws administered by the Department and 
are consistent with those laws, including-

"(!) regulations with respect to the nature 
and extent of proof and evidence and the 
method of taking and furnishing them in 
order to establish the right to benefits under 
such laws; 

"(2) the forms of application by claimants 
under such laws; 

"(3) the methods of making investigations 
and medical examinations; and 

"(4) the manner and form of adjudications 
and awards. 

"(b) Any rule, regulation, guideline, or 
other published interpretation or order (and 
any amendment thereto) issued pursuant to 
the authority granted by this section or any 
other provision of this title shall contain ci-

tations to the particular section or sections 
of statutory law or other legal authority 
upon which such issuance is based. The ci ta
tion to the authority shall appear imme
diately following each substantive provision 
of the issuance. 

"(c) In applying section 552(a)(l) of title 5 
to the Department, the Secretary shall en
sure that subparagraphs (C), (D), and (E) of 
that section are complied with, particularly 
with respect to opinions and interpretations 
of the General Counsel. 

"(d) The provisions of section 553 of title 5 
shall apply, without regard to subsection 
(a)(2) of that section, to matters relating to 
loans, grants, or benefits under a law admin
istered by the Secretary. 
"§ 502. Judicial review of rules and regula

tions 
"An action of the Secretary to which sec

tion 552(a)(l) or 553 of title 5 (or both) refers 
(other than an action relating to the adop
tion or revision of the schedule of ratings for 
disabilities adopted under section 1155 of this 
title) is subject to judicial review. Such re
view shall be in accordance with chapter 7 of 
title 5 and may be sought only in the United 
States Court of Appeals for the Federal Cir
cuit. However, if such review is sought in 
connection with an appeal brought under the 
provisions of chapter 72 of this title, the pro
visions of that chapter shall apply rather 
than the provisions of chapter 7 of title 5. 
"§ 603. Administrative error; equitable relief 

"(a) If the Secretary determines that bene
fits administered by the Department have 
not been provided by reason of administra
tive error on the part of the Federal Govern
ment or any of its employees, the Secretary 
may provide such relief on account of such 
error as the Secretary determines equitable, 
including the payment of moneys to any per
son whom the Secretary determines is equi
tably entitled to such moneys. 

"(b) If the Secretary determines that a vet
eran, surviving spouse, child of a veteran, or 
other person has suffered loss as a con
sequence of reliance upon a determination 
by the Department of eligibility or entitle
ment to benefits, without knowledge that it 
was erroneously made, the Secretary may 
provide such relief on account of such error 
as the Secretary determines is equitable, in
cluding the payment of moneys to any per
son whom the Secretary determines is equi
tably entitled to such moneys. 

"(c) Not later than April 1 of each year, 
the Secretary shall submit to Congress are
port containing a statement as to the dis
position of each case recommended to the 
Secretary for equitable relief under this sec
tion during the preceding calendar year. 
"§ 505. Opinions of Attorney General 

"The Secretary may require the opinion of 
the Attorney General on any question of law 
arising in the administration of the Depart
ment. 
"§ 510. Authority to reorganize offices 

"(a) Except to the extent inconsistent with 
law, the Secretary may-

"(1) consolidate, eliminate, abolish, or re
distribute the functions of the Administra
tions, offices, facilities, or activities in the 
Department; 

"(2) create new Administrations, offices, 
facilities, or activities in the Department; 
and 

"(3) fix the functions of any such Adminis
tration, office, facility, or activity and the 
duties and powers of their respective execu
tive heads. 

"(b) The Secretary may not in any fiscal 
year implement an administrative reorga-
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nization described in subsection (c) unless 
the Secretary first submits to the appro· 
priate committees of the Congress a report 
containing a detailed plan and justification 
for the administrative reorganization. No ac· 
tion to carry out such reorganization may be 
taken after the submission of such report 
until the end of a 90·day period of continuous 
session of Congress following the date of the 
submission of the report. For purposes of the 
preceding sentence, continuity of a session of 
Congress is broken only by adjournment sine 
die, and there shall be excluded from the 
computation of such OO.day period any day 
during which either House of Congress is not 
in session during an adjournment of more 
than three days to a day certain. 

(c) An administrative reorganization de· 
scribed in this subsection is an administra· 
tive reorganization of a covered field office 
or facility that involves a reduction during 
any fiscal year in the number of full·time 
equivalent employees with permanent duty 
stations at such office or facility-

(1) by 15 percent or more; or 
(2) by a percent which, when added to the 

percent reduction made in the number of 
such employees with permanent duty sta· 
tiona at such office or facility during the 
preceding fiscal year, is 25 percent or more. 

"(d)(1) Not less than 30 days before the 
date on which the implementation of any ad· 
ministrative reorganization described in 
paragraph (2) of a unit in the Central Office 
is to begin, the Secretary shall transmit to 
the Committees on Veterans• Affairs of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
notification regarding the reorganization. 

"(2) Paragraph (1) applies to an adminis· 
trative reorganization of any unit of the 
Central Office that is the duty station for 30 
or more employees if the reorganization in· 
valves a reduction in any fiscal year in the 
number of full·time equivalent employees 
with permanent duty station in such unit by 
50 percent or more. 

(e) For purposes of this section, the term 
'administrative reorganization' does not in· 
elude a consolidation or redistribution of 
functions at a covered field office or facility, 
or between components of the Veterans Ben· 
efits Administration and the Veterans 
Health Administration at a Department 
medical and regional office center, if after 
the consolidation or redistribution the same 
number of full·time equivalent employees 
continues to perform the affected functions 
at that field office, facility, or center. 

"(f) For purposes of this section: 
"(1) The term 'covered field office or facil· 

ity• means a Department office or facility 
outside the Central Office that is the perma· 
nent duty station for 25 or more employees 
or that is a free·standing outpatient clinic. 

"(2) The term 'detailed plan and justifica· 
tion' means, with respect to an administra· 
tive reorganization, a written report that, at 
a minimum, includes the following: 

"(A) Specification of the number of em· 
ployees by which each covered office or facil· 
ity affected is to be reduced, the responsibil· 
ities of those employees, and the means by 
which the reduction is to be accomplished. 

"(B) Identification of any existing or 
planned office or facility at which the num~ 
ber of employees is to be increased and speci· 
fication of the number and responsibilities of 
the additional employees at each such office 
or facility. 

"(C) A description of the changes in the 
functions carried out at any existing office 
or facility and the functions to be assigned 
to an office or facility not in existence on 
the date that the plan and justification are 
submitted pursuant to subsection (b). 
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"(D) An explanation of the reasons for the 
determination that the reorganization is ap. 
propriate and advisable in terms of the stat· 
utory missions and long-term goals of the 
Department. 

"(E) A description of the effects that the 
reorganization may have on the provision of 
benefits and services to veterans and depend· 
ents of veterans (including the provision of 
benefits and services through offices and fa
cilities of the Department not directly af
fected by the reorganization). 

"(F) Estimates of the costs of the reorga· 
nization and of the cost impact of the reor
ganization, together with analyses support
ing those estimates. 
"§ 511. Decisions ofthe Secretary; finality 

"(a) The Secretary shall decide all ques
tions of law and fact necessary to a decision 
by the Secretary under a law that affects the 
provision of benefits by the Secretary to vet
erans or the dependents or survivors of vet
erans. Subject to subsection (b), the decision 
of the Secretary as to any such question 
shall be final and conclusive and may not be 
reviewed by any other official or by any 
court, whether by an action in the nature of 
mandamus or otherwise. 

"(b) The second sentence of subsection (a) 
does not apply to-

"(1) matters subject to section 502 of this 
title; 

"(2) matters covered by sections 1975 and 
1984 of this title; 

"(3) matters arising under chapter 37 of 
this title; and 

"(4) matters covered by chapter 72 of this 
title. 
"§ 512. Delegation of authority; assignment of 

functions and duties 
"(a) Except as otherwise provided by law, 

the Secretary may assign functions and du
ties, and delegate, or authorize successive re· 
delegation of, authority to act and to render 
decisions, with respect to all laws adminis· 
tered by the Department, to such officers 
and employees as the Secretary may find 
necessary. Within the limitations of such 
delegations, redelegations, or assignments, 
all official acts and decisions of such officers 
and employees shall have the same force and 
effect as though performed or rendered by 
the Secretary. 

"(b) There shall be included on the tech
nical and administrative staff of the Sec· 
retary such staff officers, experts, inspectors, 
and assistants (including legal assistants) as 
the Secretary may prescribe. 
"§ 513. Contracts and personal services 

"The Secretary may, for purposes of all 
laws administered by the Department, ac· 
cept uncompensated services, and enter into 
contracts or agreements with private or pub
lic agencies or persons (including contracts 
for services of translators without regard to 
any other law), for such necessary services 
(including personal services) as the Sec· 
retary may consider practicable. The Sec· 
retary may also enter into contracts or 
agreements with private concerns or public 
agencies for the hiring of passenger motor 
vehicles or aircraft for official travel when
ever, in the Secretary's judgment, such ar
rangements are in the interest of efficiency 
or economy. 
"§ 515. Administrative settlement of tort 

claims 
"(a)(1) Notwithstanding the limitations 

contained in section 2672 of title 28, the Sec· 
retary may settle a claim for money dam
ages against the United States cognizable 
under section 1346(b) or 2672 of title 28 or sec· 

tion 7316 of this title to the extent the au
thority to do so is delegated to the Secretary 
by the Attorney General. Such delegation 
may not exceed the authority delegated by 
the Attorney General to United States attar· 
neys to settle claims for money damages 
against the United States. 

"(2) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term 'settle'. with respect to a claim, means 
consider, ascertain, adjust, determine, and 
dispose of the claim, whether by full or par
tial allowance or by disallowance. 

"(b) The Secretary may pay tort claims, in 
the manner authorized in the first paragraph 
of section 2672 of title 28, when such claims 
arise in foreign countries in connection with 
Department operations abroad. A claim may 
not be allowed under this subsection unless 
it is presented in writing to the Secretary 
within two years after the claim accrues. 

"SUBCHAPTER IT-SPECIFIED 
FUNCTIONS 

"§ 521. Assistance to certain rehabilitation ac· 
tivities 
"(a) The Secretary may assist any organi

zation named in or approved under section 
5902 of this title in providing recreational ac· 
tivities which would further the rehabilita
tion of disabled veterans. Such assistance 
may be provided only if-

"(1) the activities are available to disabled 
veterans on a national basis; and 

"(2) a significant percentage of the individ· 
uals participating in the activities are eligi· 
ble for rehabilitative services under chapter 
17 of this title. 

"(b) The Secretary may accept from any 
appropriate source contributions of funds 
and of other assistance to support the Sec· 
retary's provision of assistance for such ac
tivities. 

"(c)(1) Subject to paragraph (2), the Sec
retary may authorize the use, for purposes 
approved by the Secretary in connection 
with the activity involved, of the seal and 
other official symbols of the Department and 
the name 'Department of Veterans Affairs' 
by-

"(A) any organization which provides an 
activity described in subsection (a) with as
sistance from the Secretary; and 

"(B) any individual or entity from which 
the Secretary accepts a significant contribu
tion under subsection (b) or an offer of such 
a contribution. 

"(2) The use of such seal or name of any of
ficial symbol of the Department in an adver
tisement may be authorized by the Secretary 
under this subsection only if-

"(A) the Secretary has approved the adver
tisement; and 

"(B) the advertisement contains a clear 
statement that no product, project, or com· 
mercia! line of endeavor referred to in the 
advertisement is endorsed by the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs. 
"§ 522. Studies of rehabilitation of disabled 

persons 
"(a) The Secretary may conduct studies 

and investigations, and prepare reports, rel· 
ative to the rehabilitation of disabled per
sons, the relative abilities, aptitudes, and ca
pacities of the several groups of the var
iously handicapped, and how their 
potentialities can .best be developed and 
their services best used in gainful and suit
able employment including the rehabilita
tion programs of foreign nations. 

"(b) In carrying out this section, the Sec· 
retary (1) may cooperate with such public 
and private agencies as the Secretary consid
ers advisable; and (2) may employ consult
ants who shall receive a reasonable per diem, 
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as prescribed by the Secretary, for each day 
actually employed, plus necessary travel and 
other expenses. 
"§ 523. Coordination and promotion of other 

programs affecting veterans and their de
pendents 
"(a) The Secretary shall seek to achieve (1) 

the maximum feasible effectiveness, coordi
nation, and interrelationship of services 
among all programs and activities affecting 
veterans and their dependents carried out by 
and under all other departments, agencies, 
and instrumentalities of the executive 
branch, and (2) the maximum feasible coordi
nation of such programs with programs car
ried out under this title. The Secretary shall 
actively promote the effective implementa
tion, enforcement, and application of all pro
visions of law and regulations providing for 
special consideration, emphasis, or pref
erence for veterans. 

"(b) The Secretary shall seek to achieve 
the effective coordination of the provision, 
under laws administered by the Department, 
of benefits and services (and information 
about such benefits and services) with appro
priate programs (and information about such 
programs) conducted by State and local gov
ernmental agencies and by private entities 
at the State and local level. In carrying out 
this subsection, the Secretary shall place 
special emphasis on veterans who are 65 
years of age or older. 
"§ 525. Publication of laws relating to veter

ans 
"(a) The Secretary may compile and pub

lish all Federal laws relating to veterans' re
lief, including laws administered by the De
partment as well as by other agencies of the 
Government. Such compilation and publica
tion shall be in such form as the Secretary 
considers advisable for the purpose of mak
ing currently available in convenient form 
for the use of the Department and full-time 
representatives of the several service organi
zations an annotated, indexed, and cross-ref
erenced statement of the laws providing vet
erans' relief. 

"(b) The Secretary may maintain such 
compilation on a current basis either by the 
publication, from time to time, of supple
mentary documents or by complete revision 
of the compilation. 

"(c) The distribution of the compilation to 
the representatives of the several service or
ganizations shall be as determined by the 
Secretary. 
"§ 527. Evaluation and data collection 

"(a) The Secretary, pursuant to general 
standards which the Secretary shall pre
scribe in regulations, shall measure and 
evaluate on a continuing basis the effect of 
all programs authorized under this title, in 
order to determine their effectiveness in 
achieving stated goals in general, and in 
achieving such goals in relation to their 
cost, their effect on related programs, and 
their structure and mechanisms for delivery 
of services. Such information as the Sec
retary may consider necessary for purposes 
of such evaluations shall be made available 
to the Secretary, upon request, by all depart
ments, agencies, and instrumentalities of the 
executive branch. 

"(b) In carrying out this section, the Sec
retary shall collect, collate, and analyze on a 
continuing basis full statistical data regard
ing participation (including the duration 
thereof), provision of services, categories of 
beneficiaries, planning and construction of 
facilities, acquisition of real property, pro
posed excessing of land, accretion and attri
tion of personnel, and categorized expendi-

tures attributable thereto, under all pro
grams carried out under this title. 

"(c) The Secretary shall make available to 
the public, and on a regular basis provide to 
the appropriate committees of the Congress, 
copies of all completed evaluative research 
studies and summaries of evaluations of pro
gram impact and effectiveness carried out, 
and tabulations and analyses of all data col
lected, under this section. 
"§ 529. Annual report to Congress 

"The Secretary shall submit annually, at 
the close of each fiscal year, a report in writ
ing to Congress. Each such report shall-

"(1) give an account of all moneys received 
and disbursed by the Department for such 
fiscal year; 

"(2) describe the work done during such fis
cal year; and 

"(3) state the activities of the Department 
for such fiscal year. 

"SUBCHAPTER III-ADVISORY 
COMMITTEES 

"§ 541. Advisory Committee on Former Pris
oners of War 
"(a)(1) The Secretary shall establish an ad

visory committee to be known as the Advi
sory Committee on Former Prisoners of War 
(hereinafter in this section referred to as the 
'Committee'). 

"(2)(A) The members of the Committee 
shall be appointed by the Secretary from the 
general public and shall include-

"(i) appropriate representatives of veter
ans who are former prisoners of war; 

"(ii) individuals who are recognized au
thorities in fields pertinent to disabilities 
prevalent among former prisoners of war, in
cluding authorities in epidemiology, mental 
health, nutrition, geriatrics, and internal 
medicine; and 

"(iii) appropriate representatives of dis
abled veterans. 

"(B) The Committee shall also include, as 
ex officio members, the Chief Medical Direc
tor and the Chief Benefits Director, or their 
designees. 

"(3) The Secretary shall determine the 
number, terms of service, and pay and allow
ances of members of the Committee ap
pointed by the Secretary, except that the 
term of service of any such member may not 
exceed three years. 

"(b) The Secretary shall, on a regular 
basis, consult with and seek the advice of the 
Committee with respect to the administra
tion of benefits under this title for veterans 
who are former prisoners of war and the 
needs of such veterans with respect to com
pensation, health care, and rehabilitation. 

"(c)(1) Not later than July 1 of each odd
numbered year, the Committee shall submit 
to the Secretary a report on the programs 
and activities of the Department that per
tain to veterans who are former prisoners of 
war. Each such report shall include-

"(A) an assessment of the needs of such 
veterans with respect to compensation, 
health care, and rehabilitation; 

"(B) a review of the programs and activi
ties of the Department designed to meet 
such needs; and 

"(C) such recommendations (including rec
ommendations for administrative and legis
lative action) as the Committee considers to 
be appropriate. 

"(2) The Secretary shall, within 60 days 
after receiving each report under paragraph 
(1), submit to the Congress a copy of there
port, together with any comments concern
ing the report that the Secretary considers 
appropriate. 

"(3) The Committee may also submit to 
the Secretary such other reports and rec-

ommendations as the Committee considers 
appropriate. 

"(4) The Secretary shall submit with each 
annual report submitted to the Congress pur
suant to section 529 of this title a summary 
of all reports and recommendations of the 
Committee submitted to the Secretary since 
the previous annual report of the Secretary 
submitted to the Congress pursuant to that 
section. 
"§542. Advisory Committee on Women Veter

ans 
"(a)(1) The Secretary shall establish an ad

visory committee to be known as the Advi
sory Committee on Women Veterans (herein
after in this section referred to as 'the Com
mittee'). 

"(2)(A) The Committee shall consist of 
members appointed by the Secretary from 
the general public, including-

"(i) representatives of women veterans; 
"(ii) individuals who are recognized au

thorities in fields pertinent to the needs of 
women veterans, including the gender-spe
cific health-care needs of women; and 

"(iii) representatives of both female and 
male veterans with service-connected dis
abilities, including at least one female vet
eran with a service-connected disability and 
at least one male veteran with a service-con
nected disability. 

"(B) The Committee shall include, as ex 
officio members-

"(i) the Secretary of Labor (or a represent
ative of the Secretary of Labor designated by 
the Secretary after consultation with the 
Assistant Secretary of Labor for Veterans' 
Employment); 

"(ii) the Secretary of Defense (or a rep
resentative of the Secretary of Defense des
ignated by the Secretary of Defense after 
consultation with the Defense Advisory 
Committee on Women in the Services); and 

"(iii) the Chief Medical Director and the 
Chief Benefits Director, or their designees. 

"(C) The Secretary may invite representa
tives of other departments and agencies of 
the United States to participate in the meet
ings and other activities of the Committee. 

"(3) The Secretary shall determine the 
number, terms of service, and pay and allow
ances of members of the Committee ap
pointed by the Secretary, except that a term 
of service of any such member may not ex
ceed three years. The Secretary may re
appoint any such member for additional 
terms of service. 

"(b) The Secretary shall, on a regular 
basis, consult with and seek the advice of the 
Committee with respect to the administra
tion of benefits by the Department for 
women veterans, reports and studies pertain
ing to women veterans and the needs of 
women veterans with respect to compensa
tion, health care, rehabilitation, outreach, 
and other benefits and programs adminis
tered by the Department. 

"(c)(1) Not later than July 1 of each even
numbered year, the Committee shall submit 
to the Secretary a report on the programs 
and activities of the Department that per
tain to women veterans. Each such report 
shall include-

"(A) an assessment of the needs of women 
veterans with respect to compensation, 
health care, rehabilitation, outreach, and 
other benefits and programs administered by 
the Department·; 

"(B) a review of the programs and activi
ties of the Department designed to meet 
such needs; and 

"(C) such recommendations (including rec
ommendations for administrative and legis
lative action) as the Committee considers 
appropriate. 
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"(2) The Secretary shall, within 60 days 

after receiving each report under paragraph 
(1), submit to the Congress a copy of the re
port, together with any comments concern
ing the report that the Secretary considers 
appropriate. 

"(3) The Committee may also submit to 
the Secretary such other reports and rec
ommendations as the Committee considers 
appropriate. 

"(4) The Secretary shall submit with each 
annual report submitted to the Congress pur
suant to section 529 of this title a summary 
of all reports and recommendations of the 
Committee submitted to the Secretary since 
the previous annual report of the Secretary 
submitted pursuant to such section. 

"CHAPTER 7-EMPLOYEES 
"Sec. 
"701. Placement of employees in military in

stallations. 
"703. Miscellaneous authorities respecting 

employees. 
"705. Telephone service for medical officers 

and facility directors. 
"707. Benefits for employees at overseas of

fices who are United States 
citizens. 

"709. Employment restrictions. 
"711. Grade reductions. 
"§ 701. Placement of employees in military in

stallations 
"The Secretary may place employees of 

the Department in such Army, Navy, and Air 
Force installations as may be considered ad
visable for the purpose of adjudicating dis
ability claims of, and giving aid and advice 
to, members of the Armed Forces who are 
about to be discharged or released from ac
tive military, naval, or air service. 
"§ 703. Miscellaneous authorities respecting 

employees 
"(a) The Secretary may furnish and laun

der such wearing apparel as may be pre
scribed for employees in the performance of 
their official duties. 

"(b) The Secretary may transport children 
of Department employees located at isolated 
stations to and from school in available Gov
ernment-owned automotive equipment. 

"(c) The Secretary may provide rec
reational facilities, supplies, and equipment 
for the use of patients in hospitals and em
ployees in isolated installations. 

"(d) The Secretary may provide for the 
preparation, shipment, installation, and dis
play of exhibits, photographic displays, mov
ing pictures, and other visual educational in
formation and descriptive material. For the 
purposes of the preceding sentence, the Sec
retary may purchase or rent equipment. 

"(e) The Secretary may reimburse employ
ees for the cost of repairing or replacing 
their personal property damaged or de
stroyed by patients or domiciliary members 
while such employees are engaged in the per
formance of their official duties. 

"(0(1) The Secretary, upon determining 
that an emergency situation exists and that 
such action is necessary for the effective 
conduct of the affairs of the Department, 
may use Government-owned, or leased, vehi
cles to transport employees to and from 
their place of employment and the nearest 
adequate public transportation or, if such 
public transportation is either unavailable 
or not feasible to use, to and from their place 
of employment and their home. 

"(2) The Secretary shall establish reason
able rates to cover the cost of the service 
rendered under this subsection, and all pro
ceeds collected therefrom shall be applied to 
the applicable appropriation. 

"§ 705. Telephone service for medical officers 
and facility directors 
"The Secretary may pay for official tele

phone service and rental in the field when
ever incurred in case of official telephones 
for directors of centers, hospitals, independ
ent clinics, domiciliaries, and medical offi
cers of the Department where such tele
phones are installed in private residences or 
private apartments or quarters, when au
thorized under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary. 
"§707. Benefits for employees at overseas of

fices who are United States citizens 
"(a) The Secretary may, under such rules 

and regulations as may be prescribed by the 
President or the President's designee, pro
vide to personnel of the Department who are 
United States citizens and are assigned by 
the Secretary to the Department offices in 
the Republic of the Philippines allowances 
and benefits similar to those provided by the 
following provisions of law: 

"(1) Section 905 of the Foreign Service Act 
of 1980 (relating to allowances to provide for 
the proper representation of the United 
States). 

"(2) Sections 901(1), (2), (3), (4), (7), (8), (9), 
(11), and (12) of the Foreign Service Act of 
1980 (relating to travel expenses). 

"(3) Section 901(13) of the Foreign Service 
Act of 1980 (relating to transportation of 
automobiles). · 

"(4) Section 903 of the Foreign Service Act 
of 1980 (relating to the return of personnel to 
the United States on leave of absence). 

"(5) Section 904(d) of the Foreign Service 
Act of 1980 (relating to payments by the 
United States of expenses for treating illness 
or injury of officers or employees and de
pendents requiring hospitalization). 

"(6) Section 5724a(a)(3) of title 5 (relating 
to subsistence expenses for 60 days in con
nection with the return to the United States 
of the employee and such employee's imme
diate family). 

"(7) Section 5724a(a)(4) of title 5 (relating 
to the sale and purchase of the residence or 
settlement of an unexpired lease of the em
ployee when transferred from one station to 
another station and both stations are in the 
United States, its territories or possessions, 
or the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico). 

"(b) The authority in subsection (a) supple
ments, but is not in lieu of, other allowances 
and benefits for overseas employees of the 
Department provided by title 5 and the For
eign Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 3901 et 
seq.). 
"§ 709. Employment restrictions 

"(a)(1) Notwithstanding section 3134(d) of 
title 5, the number of Senior Executive Serv
ice positions in the Department which are 
filled by noncareer appointees in any fiscal 
year may not at any time exceed 5 percent of 
the average number of senior executives em
ployed in Senior Executive Service positions 
in the Department during the preceding fis
cal year. 

"(2) For purposes of this subsection, the 
average number of senior executives em
ployed in Senior Executive Service positions 
in the Department during a fiscal year shall 
be equal to 25 percent of the sum of the total 
number of senior executives employed in 
Senior Executive Service positions in the 
Department on the last day of each quarter 
of such fiscal year. 

"(b) The number of positions in the De
partment which may be excepted from the 
competitive service, on a temporary or per
manent basis, because of their confidential 
or policy-determining character may not at 

any time exceed the equivalent of 15 posi
tions. 

"(c)(1) Political affiliation or activity may 
not be taken into account in connection with 
the appointment of any person to any posi
tion in or to perform any service for the De
partment or in the assignment or advance
ment of any employee in the Department. 

"(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply-
"(A) to the appointment of any person by 

the President under this title, other than the 
appointment of the Chief Medical Director, 
the Chief Benefits Director, and the Inspec
tor General; or 

"(B) to the appointment of any person to 
(i) a Senior Executive Service position as a 
noncareer appointee, or (ii) a position that is 
excepted from the competitive service, on a 
temporary or permanent basis, because of 
the confidential or policy-determining char
acter of the position. 
"§ 711. Grade reductions 

"(a) The Secretary may not implement a 
grade reduction described in subsection (b) 
unless the Secretary first submits to the 
Committees on Veterans' Affairs of the Sen
ate and House of Representatives a report 
containing a detailed plan for such reduction 
and a detailed justification for the plan. The 
report shall include a determination by the 
Secretary (together with data supporting 
such determination) that, in the personnel 
area concerned, the Department has a dis
proportionate number of employees at the 
salary grade or grades selected for reduction 
in comparison to the number of such employ
ees at the salary levels involved who perform 
comparable functions in other departments 
and agencies of the Federal Government and 
in non-Federal entities. Any grade reduction 
described in such report may not take effect 
until the end of a period of 90 calendar days 
(not including any day on which either 
House of Congress is not in session) after the 
report is received by the committees. 

"(b) A grade reduction referred to in sub
section (a) is a systematic reduction, for the 
purpose of reducing the average salary cost 
for Department employees described in sub
section (c), in the number of such Depart
ment employees at a specific grade level. 

"(c) The employees referred to in sub
section (b) are---

"(1) health-care personnel who are deter
mined by the Secretary to be providing ei
ther direct patient-care services or services 
incident to direct patient-care services; 

"(2) individuals who meet the definition of 
professional employee as set forth in section 
7103(a)(15) of title 5; and 

"(3) individuals who are employed as com
puter specialists. 

"(d) Not later than the 45th day after the 
Secretary submits a report under subsection 
(a), the Comptroller General shall submit to 
such Committees a report on the Secretary's 
compliance with such subsection. The Comp
troller General shall include in the report 
the Comptroller General's opinion as to the 
accuracy of the Secretary's determination 
(and of the data supporting such determina
tion) made under such subsection. 

"(e) In the case of Department employees 
not described in subsection (c), the Secretary 
may not in any fiscal year implement a sys
tematic reduction for the purpose of reduc
ing the average salary cost for such Depart
ment employees that will result in a reduc
tion in the number of such Department em
ployees at any specific grade level at a rate 
greater than the rate of the reductions sys
tematically being made in the numbers of 
employees at such grade level in all other 
agencies and departments of the Federal 
Government combined. 
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"CHAPI'ER 9-SECURITY AND LAW EN

FORCEMENT ON PROPERTY UNDER 
THE JURISDICTION OF THE DEPART
MENT 

"Sec. 
"901. Authority to prescribe rules for con

duct and penalties for viola
tions. 

"902. Enforcement and arrest authority of 
Department police officers. 

"903. Uniform allowance. 
"904. Equipment and weapons. 
"905. Use of facilities and services of other 

law enforcement agencies. 
"§ 901. Authority to prescribe rules for con

duct and penalties for violations 
"(a)(l) The Secretary shall prescribe regu

lations to provide for the maintenance of law 
and order and the protection of persons and 
property on Department property. 

"(2) In this chapter, the term 'Department 
property' means land and buildings that are 
under the jurisdiction of the Department and 
are not under control of the Administrator 
of General Services. 

"(b) Regulations under subsection (a) shall 
include-

"(1) rules for conduct on Department prop
erty; and 

"(2) the penalties, within the limits speci
fied in subsection (c), for violations of such 
rules. 

"(c) Whoever violates any rule prescribed 
by regulation under subsection (b)(l) shall be 
fined in accordance with title 18 or impris
oned not more than six months, or both. The 
Secretary may prescribe by regulation a 
maximum fine less than that which would 
otherwise apply under the preceding sen
tence or a maximum term of imprisonment 
of a shorter period than that which would 
otherwise apply under the preceding sen
tence, or both. Any such regulation shall 
apply notwithstanding any provision of title 
18 or any other law to the contrary. 

"(d) The rules prescribed under subsection 
(a), together with the penalties for violations 
of such rules, shall be posted conspicuously 
on property to which they apply. 

"(e) The Secretary shall consult with the 
Attorney General before prescribing regula
tions under this section. 
"§ 902. Enforcement and arrest authority of 

Department police officers 
"(a)(l) Employees of the Department who 

are Department police officers shall, with re
spect to acts occurring on Department prop
erty, enforce-

"(A) Federal laws; 
"(B) the rules prescribed under section 901 

of this title; and 
"(C) subject to paragraph (2), traffic and 

motor vehicle laws of a State or local gov
ernment within the jurisdiction of which 
such Department property is located. 

"(2) A law described in subparagraph (C) of 
paragraph (1) may be enforced under such 
subparagraph only as authorized by an ex
press grant of authority under applicable 
State or local law. Any such enforcement 
shall be by the issuance of a citation for vio
lation of such law. 

"(3) Subject to regulations prescribed 
under subsection (b), a Department police of
ficer may make arrests on Department prop
erty for a violation of a Federal law or any 
rule prescribed under section 901(a) of this 
title. 

"(b) The Secretary shall prescribe regula
tions with respect to Department police offi
cers. Such regulations shallinclude-

" (1) policies with respect to the exercise by 
Department police officers of the enforce-

ment and arrest authorities provided by this 
section; 

"(2) the scope and duration of training that 
is required for Department police officers, 
with particular emphasis on dealing with sit
uations involving patients; and 

"(3) rules limiting the carrying and use of 
weapons by Department police officers. 

"(c) The Secretary shall consult with the 
Attorney General before prescribing regula
tions under paragraph (1) of subsection (b). 

"(d) Rates of basic pay for Department po
lice officers may be increased by the Sec
retary under section 7455 of this title. 
"§ 903. Uniform allowance 

"(a) The Secretary may pay an allowance 
under this section for the purchase of uni
forms to any Department police officer who 
is required to wear a prescribed uniform in 
the performance of official duties. 

"(b) The amount of the allowance that the 
Secretary may pay under this section-

"(1) may be based on estimated average 
costs or actual costs; 

"(2) may vary by geographic regions; and 
"(3) except as provided in subsection (c), 

may not exceed $200 in a fiscal year for any 
police officer. 

"(c) The amount of an allowance under 
this section may be increased to an amount 
up to $400 for not more than one fiscal year 
in the case of any Department police officer. 
In the case of a person who is appointed as a 
Department police officer on or after Janu
ary 1, 1990, an allowance in an amount estab
lished under this subsection shall be paid at 
the beginning of such person's employment 
as such an officer. In the case of any other 
Department police officer, an allowance in 
an amount established under this subsection 
shall be paid upon the request of the officer. 

"(d) A police officer who resigns as a police 
officer less than one year after receiving an 
allowance in an amount established under 
this section shall repay to the Department a 
pro rata share of the amount paid, based on 
the number of months the officer was actu
ally employed as such an officer during the 
twelve-month period following the date on 
which such officer began such employment 
or the date on which the officer submitted a 
request for such an allowance, as the case 
may be. 

"(e) An allowance may not be paid to a De
partment police officer under this section 
and under section 5901 of title 5 for the same 
fiscal year. 
"§ 904. Equipment and weapons 

"The Secretary shall furnish Department 
police officers with such weapons and related 
equipment as the Secretary determines to be 
necessary and appropriate. 
"§ 905. Use of facilities and services of other 

law enforcement afcencies 
"With the permission of the head of the 

agency concerned, the Secretary may use the 
facilities and services of Federal, State, and 
local law enforcement agencies when it is ec
onomical and in the public interest to do 
so.". 

(b) VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION.
Part V of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after chapter 76 the 
following new chapter: 

''CHAPTER 77-VETERANS BENEFITS 
ADMINISTRATION 

"SUBCHAPTER 1-QRGANIZATION; GENERAL 
"Sec. 
"7701. Organization of the Administration. 
"7703. Functions of the Administration. 

"SUBCHAPTER II-VETERANS OUTREACH 
SERVICES PROGRAM 

"7721. Purpose; definitions. 

"7722. Outreach services. 
"7723. Veterans assistance offices. 
"7724. Outstationing of counseling and out

reach personnel. 
"7725. Use of other agencies. 
"7726. Annual report to Congress. 

"SUBCHAPI'ER I-ORGANIZATION; 
GENERAL 

"§ 7701. Organization of the Administration 
"(a) There is in the Department of Veter

ans Affairs a Veterans Benefits Administra
tion. The primary function of the Veterans 
Benefits Administration is the administra
tion of nonmedical benefits programs of the 
Department which provide assistance to vet
erans and their dependents and survivors. 

"(b) The Veterans Benefits Administration 
is under the Chief Benefits Director, who is 
directly responsible to the Secretary for the 
operations of the Administration. 
"§ 7703. Functions of the Administration 

"The Veterans Benefits Administration is 
responsible for the administration of the fol
lowing programs of the Department: 

"(1) Compensation and pension programs. 
"(2) Vocational rehabilitation and edu

cational assistance programs. 
"(3) Veterans' housing loan programs. 
"(4) Veterans' and servicemembers' life in

surance programs. 
"(5) Outreach programs and other veter

ans' services programs. 
"SUBCHAPI'ER II-VETERANS OUTREACH 

SERVICES PROGRAM 
"§ 7721. Purpose; definitions 

"(a) The Congress declares that the out
reach services program authorized by this 
subchapter is for the purpose of ensuring 
that all veterans (especially those who have 
been recently discharged or released from ac
tive military, naval, or air service and those 
who are eligible for readjustment or other 
benefits and services under laws adminis
tered by the Department) are provided time
ly and appropriate assistance to aid and en
courage them in applying for and obtaining 
such benefits and services in order that they 
may achieve a rapid social and economic re
adjustment to civilian life and obtain a high
er standard of living for themselves and their 
dependents. The Congress further declares 
that the outreach services program author
ized by this subchapter is for the purpose of 
charging the Department with the affirma
tive duty of seeking out eligible veterans and 
eligible dependents and providing them with 
such services. 

"(b) For the purposes of this subchapter
"(!) the term 'other governmental pro

grams' includes all programs under State or 
local laws as well as all programs under Fed
eral law other than those authorized by this 
title; and 

"(2) the term 'eligible dependent' means an 
'eligible person' as defined in section 
3501(a)(l) of this title. 
"§ 7722. Outreach services 

"(a) In carrying out the purposes of this 
subchapter, the Secretary shall provide the 
outreach services specified in subsections (b) 
through (d). In areas where a significant 
number of eligible veterans and eligible de
pendents speak a language other than Eng
lish as their principal language, such serv
ices shall, to the maximum feasible extent, 
be provided in the principal language of such 
persons. 

"(b) The Secretary shall by letter advise 
each veteran at the time of the veteran's dis
charge or release from active military, 
naval, or air service (or as soon as possible 
after such discharge or release) of all bene-
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fits and services under laws administered by 
the Department for which the veteran may 
be eligible. In carrying out this subsection, 
the Secretary shall ensure, through the use 
of veteran-student services under section 
3485 of this title, that contact, in person or 
by telephone, is made with those veterans 
who, on the basis of their military service 
records, do not have a high school education 
or equivalent at the time of discharge or re
lease. 

"(c) The Secretary shall distribute full in
formation to eligible veterans and eligible 
dependents regarding all benefits and serv
ices to which they may be entitled under 
laws administered by the Department and 
may, to the extent feasible, distribute infor
mation on other governmental programs (in
cluding manpower and training programs) 
which the Secretary determines would be 
beneficial to veterans. 

"(d) The Secretary shall provide, to the 
maximum extent possible, aid and assistance 
(including personal interviews) to members 
of the Armed Forces, veterans, and eligible 
dependents with respect to subsections (b) 
and (c) and in the preparation and presen
tation of claims under laws administered by 
the Department. 
"§7723. Veterans assistance offices 

"(a) The Secretary shall establish and 
maintain veterans assistance offices at such 
places throughout the United States and its 
territories and possessions, and in the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, as the Secretary 
determines to be necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this subchapter. In establishing 
and maintaining such offices, the Secretary 
shall give due regard to-

"(1) the geographical distribution of veter
ans recently discharged or released from ac
tive military, naval, or air service; 

"(2) the special needs of educationally dis
advantaged veterans (including their need 
for accessibility of outreach services); and 

"(3) the necessity of providing appropriate 
outreach services in less populated areas. 

"(b) The Secretary shall establish and 
carry out all possible programs and services, 
including special telephone facilities, as may 
be necessary to make the outreach services 
provided for under this subchapter as widely 
available as possible. 
"§ 7724. Outstationing of counseling and out

reach personnel 
"The Secretary may station employees of 

the Department at locations other than De
partment offices, including educational in
stitutions, to provide counseling and other 
assistance regarding benefits under this title 
to veterans and other persons eligible for 
benefits under this title and to provide out
reach services under this subchapter. 
"§ 7725. Use of other agencies 

"In carrying out this subchapter, the Sec
retary shall do the following: 

"(1) Arrange with the Secretary of Labor 
for the State employment service to match 
the particular qualifications of an eligible 
veteran or eligible dependent with an appro
priate job or job training opportunity, in
cluding, where possible, arrangements for 
outstationing the State employment person
nel who provide such assistance at appro
priate facilities of the Department. 

"(2) In consultation with the Secretary of 
Labor, actively seek to promote the develop
ment and establishment of employment op
portunities, training opportunities, and 
other opportunities for veterans, with par
ticular emphasis on the needs of veterans 
with service-connected disabilities and other 
eligible veterans, taking into account appli-

cable rates of unemployment and the em
ployment emphases set forth in chapter 42 of 
this title. 

"(3) Cooperate with and use the services of 
any Federal department or agency or any 
State or local governmental agency or recog
nized national or other organization. 

"(4) Where appropriate, make referrals to 
any Federal department or agency or State 
or local governmental unit or recognized na
tional or other organization. 

"(5) At the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
discretion, furnish available space and office 
facilities for the use of authorized represent
atives of such governmental unit or other or
ganization providing services. 

"(6) Conduct and provide for studies in con
sultation with appropriate Federal depart
ments and agencies to determine the most 
effective program design to carry out the 
purposes of this subchapter. 
"§ 7726. Annual report to Congress 

"The Secretary shall include in the annual 
report to the Congress required by section 
529 of this title a report on the activities car
ried out under this subchapter. Each such re
port shall include an appraisal of the effec
tiveness of the programs authorized in this 
subchapter and recommendations for the im
provement or more effective administration 
of those programs.". 

(C) CROSS-REFERENCES TO PREVIOUS CHAP
TER 3 SECTIONS.-

(1) Section 621 is amended by striking out 
"section 210(c)(1)" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "section 501(a)". 

(2) Section 1685(a)(1) is amended by strik
ing out "subchapter IV of chapter 3" and in
serting in lieu thereof "subchapter II of 
chapter 77". 

(3) The following sections are amended by 
striking out "section 214" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "section 529": sections 618(c)(3), 
654, 1521(c), 1833(c)(2), and 7101(c)(3). 

(4) Section 2003A(b)(2) is amended by strik
ing out "section 242" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "section 7723". 

(5) Section 2014(g) is amended by striking 
out "section 241" and "section 243" and in
serting in lieu thereof "section 7722" and 
"section 7724", respectively. 

(6) Section 5701(g)(2)(A)(ii) is amended by 
striking out "section 219" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "section 527". 

(7) Section 7455(a)(2)(C) is amended by 
striking out "section 218" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "section 902". 

(d) TABLES OF CHAPTERS.-
(1) The table of chapters before part I is 

amended-
(A) by striking out the item relating to 

chapter 3 and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

"3. Department of Veterans Affairs 301 
"5. Authority and Duties of the Sec-

retary........................................... 501 
"7. Employees .................................... 701 
"9. Security and Law Enforcement on 

Property Under the Jurisdiction 
of the Department ........................ 901". 

and 
(B) by inserting after the item relating to 

chapter 76 the following new item: 

"77. Veterans Benefits Administra-
tion .............................................. 7701". 

(2) The table of chapters at the beginning 
of part I is amended by striking out the item 
relating to chapter 3 and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"3. Department of Veterans Affairs 301 

"5. Authority and Duties of the Sec-
retary........................................... 501 

"7. Employees ............. ....................... 701 
"9. Security and Law Enforcement on 

Property Under the Jurisdiction 
of the Department ........................ 901". 

(3) The table of chapters at the beginning 
of part V is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to chapter 76 the following new 
item: 

"77. Veterans Benefits Administra-
tion ....................... ....................... 7701". 

SEC. 3. CONFORMING REPEALS TO DEPARTMENT 
OF VETERANS AFFAIRS ACT. 

The following provisions of the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs Act (Public Law 
100-527) are repealed: 

(1) The second and third sentences of sec
tion 2. 

(2) The second sentence of section 7. 
(3) Sections 3, 4, 5, 8(a), 9(b), 12, and 16. 

SEC. 4. ADDmONAL CONFORMING AMENDMENTS 
TO TITLE 38, UNITED STATES CODE, 
TO REFLECT THE ESTABLISHMENT 
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS 
AFFAIRS. 

(a) REFERENCES TO VETERANS' ADMINISTRA
TION.-

(1) Title 38 is amended by striking out "ad
ministered by the Veterans' Administration" 
each place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof "administered by the Secretary". 

(2)(A) The following provisions are amend
ed by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion" and inserting in lieu thereof "Sec
retary": 

(i) Subsections (d) and (e) of section 103. 
(ii) Section 620(f)(l)(B) (in the second sen

tence). 
(iii) In chapter 19-
(I) subsection (a) and the first sentence of 

subsection (b) of section 707; 
(II) section 710; 
(III) section 718(a); 
(IV) subsections (a) and (b) (in two places) 

of section 722; 
(V) section 746; 
(VI) section 747 (in the last sentence); 
(VII) section 784(a) (in each of the four 

places "Veterans' Administration" appears); 
and 

(VIII) section 784(b) (in the sixth sentence). 
(iv) Section 1810(e)(2). 
(v) Paragraphs (4)(B) and (5)(B) of section 

1812(a). 
(vi) Section 5110(n). 
(vii) Section 5301(e)(2). 
(viii) Section 5305 (in the last sentence). 
(ix) Subsection (a)(2) (in the first place 

"Veterans' Administration" appears), sub
section (d) (in the last sentence), and sub
section (e) (in the first place "Veterans' Ad
ministration" appears) of section 5502. 

(x) Section 5503(b)(1)(A). 
(xi) Paragraph (1) (in the first place "Vet

erans' Administration" appears), paragraph 
(2), and paragraph (3) of section 5701(c). 

(xii) Section 5702(a) (in two places). 
(xiii) Section 5703 (in each place "Veterans' 

Administration" appears). 
(xiv) Section 6105(a) (in the second sen

tence). 
(B) The following provisions are amended 

by striking out "Veterans' Administration" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "Department of 
Veterans Affairs": 

(i) Section 113(b)(2)(A). 
(ii) Section 725(d)(3) (the second place 

"Veterans' Administration" appears). 
(iii) Section 777(g). 
(iv) Section 1814(d). 
(v) Section 1849(a). 
(vi) Sections 7601(a), 7611, and 7621. 
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(C) The following provisions of chapter 19 

are amended by striking out "in the Veter
ans' Administration" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "by the Secretary": 

(i) The second sentence of section 707(b). 
(ii) Section 712(b). 
(iii) Section 742(c). 
(D) The following provisions of chapter 19 

are amended by striking out "in the Veter
ans' Administration" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "with the Secretary": 

(i) Section 722(b)(3). 
(ii) Section 784(b) (in the third sentence). 
(E) Section 601(4) is amended by striking 

out "Veterans' Administration facilities" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "facilities of 
the Department". 

(F) Section 5705(b) is amended-
(!) by striking out "Veterans' Administra

tion patient or employee," in paragraph (2) 
and inserting in lieu thereof "patient or em
ployee of the Department,"; and 

(ii) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion patients or employees" in paragraph (6) 
and inserting in lieu thereof "patients or em
ployees of the Department,". 

(3) Such title is further amended by strik
ing out "Veterans' Administration" each 
place it appears (other than as amended 
under paragraphs (1) and (2) and as specified 
in paragraph (4)) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Department". 

(4) Paragraph (3) does not apply to the fol
lowipg provisions: 

(A) Section 532(c). 
(B) Section 1000(b) (each place the term 

"Veterans' Administration" appears). 
(C) Section 1004(c)(2)(A). 
(D) Section 5311. 
(5) Such title is further amended by strik

ing out "non-Veterans' Administration" 
each place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof ''non-Department''. 

(6) Section 111(b)(3)(B) is amended by strik
ing out "Veteran's Administration facility" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "Department fa
cility". 

(b) REFERENCES TO ADMINISTRATOR.-
(!) Title 38 is further amended by striking 

out "Administrator" and "Administrator's" 
each place they appear (except as provided in 
paragraphs (2) and (9) and including where 
they appear in section headings and tables of 
sections) and inserting in lieu thereof "Sec
retary" and "Secretary's", respectively. 

(2)(A) Section 422 is amended-
(!) in subsection (a), by striking out "Ad

ministrator" both places it appears and in
serting in lieu thereof "Secretary of Veter
ans Affairs"; and 

(ii) in subsection (b)-
(I) by striking out "Upon the basis of" and 

all that follows through "shall pay to the 
Secretary" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"The Secretary shall pay to the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services"; and 

(II) by striking out "as the Secretary and 
the Administrator may prescribe" and in
serting in lieu thereof "as the two Secretar
ies may prescribe, with the amount of such 
payments to be made on the basis of esti
mates made by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services after consultation with the 
Secretary''. 

(B) Section 613(b)(1) is amended-
(i) by striking out "Administrator" and in

serting in lieu thereof "Secretary of Veter
ans Affairs"; 

(ii) by striking out "the Secretary" the 
second and third places it appears and insert
ing in lieu thereof "that Secretary"; and 

(iii) by striking out "the Secretary" the 
last place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof ''the Secretary of Defense''. 

(C) Section 723(c) is amended by striking 
out "the Administrator and Secretary" at 
the end of the first sentence and inserting in 
lieu thereof "the two Secretaries". 

(D) Section 8153(d)(2) is amended by strik
ing out "the Secretary and the Adminis
trator" and inserting in lieu thereof "the 
two Secretaries". 

(E) Paragraph (1) does not apply to the fol
lowing provisions: 

(i) Section 101(1). 
(ii) Section 111 the second place "Adminis

trator" appears in subsection (g)(1) of that 
section. 

(iii) Section 1652(b). 
(iv) Section 5105. 
(v) Section 7267(e) the second place "Ad

ministrator" appears. 
(vi) Section 8111A(d). 
(3)(A) The heading of section 423 is amend

ed to read as follows: 
"§423. Certifications with respect to cir

cumstances of death". 
(B) The item relating to that section in the 

table of sections at the beginning of chapter 
13 is amended to read as follows: 

"423. Certifications with respect to cir
cumstances of death.". 

(4) The following provisions are amended 
by striking out "the Secretary" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "that Secretary": 

(A) Section 560(b) (the second place "the 
Secretary" appears). 

(B) Section 5110(j) (the second place "the 
Secretary" appears). 

(C) Section 5301(c)(2) (the second, third, 
and fourth place "the Secretary" appears). 

(5) Section 612(j) is amended by striking 
out "the Secretary" in the second and third 
sentences and inserting in lieu thereof "the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services". 

(6) Section 612A(h) is repealed. 
(7) Section 1004(c)(2)(A) is amended by 

striking out "Secretary" the first place it 
appears and inserting in lieu thereof "Ad
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs". 

(8) Section 2012 is amended by striking out 
"Secretary" each place it appears in sub
sections (c) and (d) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Secretary of Labor". 

(9) Section 5105 is amended-
(A) by inserting "(a)" at the beginning of 

the text of the section; 
(B) by striking out "Administrator" in the 

first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
''Secretary''; 

(C) by striking out "; and" in the second 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof a pe
riod; 

(D) by striking out "when an application 
on such form has been filed with either the 
Administrator" and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following (indented so as to make the 
following text a new subsection): 

"(b) When an application on such a form is 
filed with either the Secretary"; 

(E) by striking out "filed with the Admin
istrator" and inserting in lieu thereof "filed 
with either Secretary"; 

(F) by striking out "received by the Ad
ministrator" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"received by that Secretary"; 

(G) by striking out "needed by the Sec
retary" and inserting in lieu thereof "needed 
by the other Secretary"; 

(H) by striking out "by the Administrator 
to the Secretary;" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "by the Secretary receiving the ap
plication to the other Secretary."; 

(I) by striking out "and a copy" and all 
that follows through "to the Adminis
trator."; and 

(J) by striking out "the Secretary and the 
Administrator" in the last sentence and in-

serting in lieu thereof "the Secretary and 
the Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices". 

(C) REFERENCES TO CHIEF LAW 0FFICER.
Section 7104(c) is amended by striking out 
"chief law officer" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "chief legal officer of the Depart
ment". 
SEC. 5. REDESIGNATION OF SECTIONS OF CHAP

TERS 11 THROUGH 42. 
(a) REDESIGNATION OF SECTIONS TO CON

FORM To CHAPTER NUMBERS.-Each section 
contained in any of chapters 11 through 23 is 
redesignated by replacing the first digit of 
the section number with the number of the 
chapter containing that section. Each sec
tion contained in any of chapters 24 through 
42 is redesignated so that the first two digits 
of the section number of that section are the 
same as the chapter number of the chapter 
containing that section. 

(b) TABLES OF SECTIONS AND CHAPTERS.-(!) 
The tables of sections at the beginning of the 
chapters referred to in subsection (a) are re
vised so as to conform the section references 
in those tables to the redesignations made 
by that subsection. 

(2) The table of chapters before part I and 
the tables of chapters at the beginning of 
parts I, II, and ill are revised so as to con
form the section references in those tables to 
the redesignations made by subsection (a). 

(c) CROBS-REFERENCES.-(1) Each provision 
of title 38, United States Code, that contains 
a reference to a section redesignated by sub
section (a) is amended so that the reference 
refers to the section as redesignated. 

(2) Any reference in a provision of law 
other than title 38, United States Code, to a 
section redesignated by subsection (a) shall 
be deemed to refer to the section as so redes
ignated. 

(d) RULE FOR EXECUTION.-The 
redesignations made by subsection (a) and 
the amendments made by subsections (b) and 
(c) shall be executed after any other amend
ments made by this Act. 
SEC. 6. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO OTHER 

VETERANS LAWS TO REFLECT THE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF TilE DEPART
MENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS. 

(a) PUBLIC LAW 94-581.-Section 105(b) of 
the Veterans Omnibus Health Care Act of 
1976 (Public Law 94-581; 38 U.S.C. 619 note) is 
amended-

(1) by striking out "Administrator is au
thorized to" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Secretary of Veterans Affairs may"; 

(2) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion" the first place it appears and inserting 
in lieu thereof "Department of Veterans Af
fairs"; 

(3) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion facilities and personnel" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "facilities and personnel of 
the Department"; 

(4) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion health care facilities" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "health care facilities of the De
partment"; 

(5) by striking out "Administrator deems" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "Secretary con
siders"; and 

(6) by striking out "Administrator" both 
places it appears in paragraph (2) and insert
ing in lieu thereof "Secretary". 

(b) PuBLIC LAW 9~202.-Section 401 of the 
GI Bill Improvement Act of 1977 (38 U.S.C. 
106 note) is amended by striking out "laws 
administered by the Veterans' Administra
tion" in subsections (a)(l) and (b)(2) and in
serting in lieu thereof "laws administered by 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs". 

(c) PUBLIC LAW 9~588.-Section 306 of the 
Veterans' and Survivors' Pension Improve-
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ment Act of 1978 (38 U.S.C. 521 note) is 
amended-

(!) by striking out "Administrator" in sub
section (a)(l)(A) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Secretary of Veterans Affairs (hereinafter 
in this section referred to as the 'Sec
retary')"; 

(2) by striking out " Administrator of Vet
erans' Affairs" in subsections (a)(3), (b)(2)(A), 
and (e) and inserting in lieu thereof "Sec
retary"; and 

(3) by striking out "Administrator" in sub
section (b)(4) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Secretary". 

(d) PUBLIC LAW 96--22.-Section 103(b) of the 
Veterans' Health Care Amendments of 1979 
(Public Law 96--22; 38 U.S.C. 612A note) is 
amended by striking out "the date of the en
actment of this Act, the Administrator of 
Veterans' Affairs" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "June 13, 1979, the Secretary of Vet
erans Affairs". 

(e) PUBLIC LAW 96--128.-Section 502 of the 
Veterans' Disability Compensation and Sur
vivors' Benefits Amendments of 1979 (Public 
Law 96--128; 93 Stat. 987) is amended-

(!) by striking out "Administrator of Vet
erans' Affairs" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Secretary of Veterans Affairs"; 

(2) by striking out "such Administrator" 
both places it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof "such Secretary"; and 

(3) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion" and inserting in lieu thereof "Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs". 

(f) PUBLIC LAW 98-160.-Section 302 of the 
Veterans Health Care Amendments of 1983 
(Public Law 98--160; 38 U.S.C. 601 note) is 
amended-

(!) by striking out "The Administrator of 
Veterans' Affairs" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "The Secretary of Veterans Affairs"; 

(2) by striking out "the Administrator" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "the Sec
retary"; and 

(3) by striking out "Department of Medi
cine and Surgery" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Veterans Health Administration". 

(g) PUBLIC LAW 99-238.-Section 202 of the 
Veterans' Compensation Rate · Increase and 
Job Training Amendments of 1985 (38 U.S.C. 
1516 note) is amended-

(!) by striking out "Administrator of Vet
erans' Affairs" in subsection (a) and insert
ing in lieu thereof "Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs"; and 

(2) by striking out "Administrator" in sub
section (b) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Secretary of Veterans Affairs". 

(h) PUBLIC LAW 99-576.-Section 232 of the 
Veterans' Benefits Improvement and Health
Care Authorization Act of 1986 (38 U.S.C. 354 
note) is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (a) is amended by striking 
out "Administrator of Veterans' Affairs" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs". 

(2) Subsection (b) is amended by striking 
out "Veterans' Administration" each place 
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof "De
partment of Veterans Affairs". 

(3) Subsection (c) is amended by striking 
out "before the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Administrator" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "before October 28, 1986, the Sec
retary". 

(4) Subsection (d) is amended-
(A) by striking out "Administrator" both 

places it appears and inserting in lieu there
of "Secretary of Veterans Affairs"; 

(B) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion" each place it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof "Department of Veterans Af
fairs" ; 

(C) by striking out "the Department of 
Veterans' Benefits and the Department of 
Medicine and Surgery" in paragraph (l)(A) 
and inserting in lieu thereof "the Veterans 
Benefits Administration and the Veterans 
Health Administration"; and 

(D) by striking out "after the enactment of 
this Act" and inserting in lieu thereof "after 
October 28, 1986". 

(5) Subsection (e) is amended by striking 
out "Administrator" both places it appears 
and inserting in lieu thereof "Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs". 

(i) PUBLIC LAW 1~198.-Section 9 of the 
Veterans' Home Loan Program Improve
ments and Property Rehabilitation Act of 
1987 (38 U.S.C. 1823 note) is amended-

(!) by striking out "Administrator of Vet
erans' Affairs" in subsections (a)(l) and (b)(1) 
and inserting in lieu thereof "Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs"; 

(2) by striking out "Administrator" each 
additional place it appears in subsections (a) 
and (b) and inserting in lieu thereof "Sec
retary of Veterans Affairs"; 

(3) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion's ability" in subsection (a)(3)(A) and in
serting in lieu thereof "ability of the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs"; and 

(4) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion" in subsections (a)(3)(A)(i) and (a)(3)(C) 
and inserting in lieu thereof "Department of 
Veterans Affairs". 

(j) PUBLIC LAW 1~22.-The Veterans' 
Benefits and Services Act of 1988 (Public Law 
1~322) is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 115 (38 U.S.C. 612 note) is 
amended-

(A) by striking out "Administrator" in 
subsection (a)(l) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Secretary of Veterans Affairs"; 

(B) by striking out "Administrator" each 
place it appears in subsections (a)(2), (b), and 
(c) and inserting in lieu thereof " Secretary"; 
and 

(C) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion" each place it appears (other than in 
subsection (e)) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Department of Veterans Affairs" . 

(2) Section 123 (38 U.S.C. 210 note) is 
amended-

(A) by striking out "Administrator" in 
subsection (a) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Secretary of Veterans Affairs"; 

(B) by striking out "Administrator" each 
place it appears in subsections (b) and (c) and 
inserting in lieu thereof "Secretary"; and 

(C) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion" each place it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof " Department of Veterans Af
fairs". 

(3) Section 124 (38 U.S.C. 4133 note) is 
amended-

(A) by striking out "Administrator" in 
subsection (a) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Secretary of Veterans Affairs"; 

(B) by striking out "Administrator" each 
place it appears in subsection (b) and insert
ing in lieu thereof "Secretary"; 

(C) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion" the first two places it appears and in
serting in lieu thereof "Department of Veter
ans Affairs"; and 

(D) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion" the last place it appears and inserting 
in lieu thereof "Department". 

(k) PuBLIC LAW 1~7.-The Veterans' 
Benefits Improvement Act of 1988 (division B 
of Public Law 1~7) is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 1203 (102 Stat. 4125) is amended 
by striking out "laws administered by the 
Veterans' Administration" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "laws administered by the Sec
retary of Veterans Affairs". 

(2) Section 1204 (102 Stat. 4125; 38 U.S.C. 241 
note) is amended-

(A) by striking out "The Administrator" 
in subsections (a) and (b) and inserting in 
lieu thereof "The Secretary of Veterans Af
fairs"; 

(B) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion" in subsection (b) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Department of Veterans Affairs"; 
and 

(C) by striking out "the Administrator" 
both places it appears in subsection (b) and 
inserting in lieu thereof "the Secretary". 

(3) Section 1404 (102 Stat. 4131; 38 U.S.C. 210 
note) is amended-

( A) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion" both places it appears in subsection (a) 
and inserting in lieu thereof "Department of 
Veterans Affairs"; 

(B) by striking out "the Administrator" 
the first place it appears in subsection (a) 
and inserting in lieu thereof "the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs"; 

(C) by striking out "the Administrator and 
the Secretary" in subsections (a) and (b) and 
inserting in lieu thereof "the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs and the Secretary of 
Labor"; 

(D) by striking out "the Administrator" 
the first place it appears in subsection (b) 
and inserting in lieu thereof "the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs"; and 

(E) by striking out "the Administrator or 
the Secretary" in the third sentence of sub
section (b) and inserting in lieu thereof "the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs or the Sec
retary of Labor". 
SEC. 7. GENERAL SAVINGS PROVISIONS. 

(a) REFERENCES TO REPLACED LAWS.-A ref
erence to a provision of title 38, United 
States Code, replaced by a provision of that 
title enacted by section 2 (including a ref
erence in a regulation, order, or other law) 
shall be treated as referring to the cor
responding provision enacted by this Act. 

(b) SAVINGS PROVISION FOR REGULATIONS.
A regulation, rule, or order in effect under a 
provision of title 38, United States Code, re
placed by a provision of that title enacted by 
section 2 shall continue in effect under the 
corresponding provision enacted by this Act 
until repealed, amended, or superseded. 

(C) GENERAL SAVINGS PROVISION.-An ac
tion taken or an offense committed under a 
provision of title 38, United States Code, re
placed by a provision of that title enacted by 
section 2 shall be treated as having been 
taken or committed under the corresponding 
provision enacted by this Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY) will be 
recognized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. STUMP] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. MONTGOMERY). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re
marks, and include extraneous matter, 
on H.R. 2525, the bill presently under 
consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 
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Mr. Speaker, this bill makes some 

overdue changes to the laws governing 
the Department of Veterans Affairs. 
The changes are technical, and do not 
have any substantive effect. Provisions 
included in the bill reorganize and re
state the laws relating to the authority 
of the Department and the Secretary. 
In doing so, we have been careful not to 
change the meaning or intent of exist
ing law. I know sometimes people try 
to argue that a word change indicates 
a significant change in the meaning of 
a law. However, that type of argument 
should not prevail on the basis of the 
technical changes made by this law. We 
just want to make the law easier to 
read and understand, and to organize it 
into what we hope is a more logical 
order. 

When this measure is signed into law, 
it will complete a major revision to 
title 38, United States Code, which con
tains all of the major laws providing 
assistance to veterans. It has been a 
difficult and sometimes thankless 
task, but I believe it will make title 38 
a more readable and understandable 
document. I want to express the com
mittee's appreciation for all of the ef
fort put into this revision. In particu
lar, the Office of the General Counsel 
in the Department of Veterans Affairs 
and the House Office of Legislative 
Counsel did great work in reviewing 
and checking this legislation for tech
nical accuracy. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

For the benefit of my colleagues, 
there follow two tables showing the 
source of new sections of title 38, Unit
ed States Code, proposed to be enacted 
by H.R. 2525, and the proposed disposi
tion of existing provisions of title 38 
and Public Law 100-527. 

New Title 38 Source section 

Provision ........... ..................... (Title 38 Unless OVA Act) 

Ch. 3----Department of 
Veterans Affa irs 

30l(a) .................................... 2 of OVA Act. 
30l(b) .............................. ...... 20 1. 
30l(c) ...... ................ .............. New. 
302 .................... .................... 202. 
303 ...................... .................. 2 of OVA Act; 210 (b)( I). 
304 ........................................ 3(a) of OVA Act; 210(d). 
305 .......... ........ .. .. ............ .... .. 3(b) of OVA Act. 
306 .............. .... .......... ............ 3(cl of OVA Act. 
307 ........................................ 3(d) of OVA Act. 
308(a) .................................... 4(a) of OVA Act. 
308(b) .......... .... ...................... 4(b) of OVA Act. 
308(c) .................................... 4(e) of OVA Act. 
308(d) .................................... 5 of OVA Act. 
309 ............................ ............ 4(c) of OVA Act. 
310 ...... .................................. 4(d)of OVA Act. 
311 ........................................ 8 of OVA Act. 
312 .... ........ ............................ 9 of OVA Act. 
313 ........................................ 203. 
314 .................................. ...... 230. 
5 .......... .................................. 230. 
317 ...................................... .. 230(c). 
Ch. 5---Authority and Duties 

of the Secretary 
Subch. !-General Authori-

ties: 
50l(a) ...................... ..... 210(c)(1). 
50l(b) .............. ............. 210(c)(1). 
50 I( c) .............. ............. 223(a). 

New Title 38 

50l(d) ...... ..................... 223(b). 
502 ............................... 223(c). 
503(a) ........................... 210(c)(2). 
503(b) ........................... 210(c)(3)(A). 
503(c) ........................... 210(c)(3)(8). 
505 ............................... 211(b) 
510 ............................... 210(b)(1), (2). 
511 ............................... 211(a). 
512 ............................... 212. 
513 ............................... 213. 
515(a) .................. .. ....... 224. 
515(b) .................. .. ....... 236 

Subch. 11-Specified Func-
tions: 

521 .......... .... ............ ..... 216. 
522 ...... .. .. ................ ..... 217. 
523 ...... .................... ..... 220. 
525 ...... .. ....................... 215. 
527 .................... .... .. ..... 219. 
529 ...... .... .......... .. .. ....... 214. 

Subch. Ill-Advisory Commit-
tees: 

541 .......... .... ................ 221. 
542 ............................... 222. 

Ch. 7--fmployees 
701 ........................................ 231. 
703 .. .... ...... ...... .... .................. 233. 
705 ...... ............................ ...... 234. 
707 .... ........................ ...... .... .. 235. 
709 ...... .......................... ...... .. 12 of OVA Act. 
711 .................. ............ .. .... .... 210(b)(3). 

Ch. 9- Security and law 
Enforcement, etc. 

901 ........................................ 218(a). 
902 .. ...................................... 218(b). 
903 .. ..................... .. ........... 218(c). 
904 ........ .......... ............ .... .. .... 218(d). 
905 ............ .... .. ........ .......... .. .. 218(e). 

Ch. 77- Veterans Benefits 
Administration 

Subch. !-Organization: Gen
eral: 

7701 .... .... ..................... new. 
1703 .................... .. ....... new. 

Subch. 11-Veternas Outreach 
Services Program: 

7721 ............................. 240. 
7722 .................... ......... 24 1. 
7723 ............................. 242. 
7724 ................... :......... 243. 
7725 ........ ..................... 244. 
7726 .......................... .. . 245. 

Source section 

SECTIONS OF DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS ACT 
[Public law 100-527) 

Section 

2 ............ .. ...... .. .. ......... .... .. ................................................ ...... . 
2 ............. ...... .. ... ......... ........ .......... .......... ................................ . 
3(a) ....... .. .......... .................. ......... ....... ..... .. ............................ . 
3(b) .................... .. ........ ....... ...... ... ....... ..... .. ... ... ... ....... ............ . 
3(c) ................................. .... .. ..... ... ....... ........ ................... .. ...... . 
3(d) .............................. .. ... ........ ... ....... ..... .. ... .... .. ....... ...... .. .. .. . 
4(a) .............................................. ....... ..... .. .. ........... .. ..... ... ... .. . 
4(b) ................... .. ..................................... .... ... .. .. .... .......... ..... . 
4(e) .............................. ... .. ............................................... .. ..... . 
4(c) ............... .. ..... ................................ .......... .......... .............. . . 
4(d) ............................... ...... ...... ... ....... ..... .. .... .... ...... ......... ... .. . 
5 ..... ....... ....... ....... .......... ... ........... ...... ....... .... ..... .. ....... ..... .. ..... . 
8 ... ... ...... .. .. ............ ..... ... ... ........... ........ ................................... . 
9 ............ .. ..... .. .. .......... ................. .............................. ............. . 
12 .................. .. ....................................... .... ... .... ... ....... ........... . 

New Title 38 
provision 

30l(a). 
303. 
304. 
305. 
306. 
307. 
308(a). 
308(b). 
308(c). 
309. 
310. 
308(d). 
31 1. 
312. 
709. 

SECTIONS FROM TITLE 38, UNITED STATES CODE 

Old Section 

Chapter 3-Veterans' Administration; Officers and Employees 
Subchapter !-Veterans' Administration: 

New Title 
38 Provi

sion 

201 ........................ .......... ................. ......... .. .. ... .......... .. ....... [none.) 
202 ... ................................................... ... ............................. 302. 
203 .. .... .. ................. ......... .................................................... 313. 

Subchapter 11-Administrator of Veterans' Affa irs: 
210(b)(1) (first sentence ..................................................... 303. 
210(b)(l) (second sentence), (2) ...... .......... ...... ...... .... ...... .. 510. 
210(b)(3) ............................................................................. 711 . 
210(c)(l) .................................................. ...................... ... ... 501(a). 
210(c)(l) ......... ....... ........... .. ........ ............ ............................. 501(b). 
210(c)(2) .............................................................................. 503(a). 
210(c)(3)(Al ........................ .............. .. .... ............ ....... ...... .... 503(b). 
210(c)(3)(8) .................................................................. ....... 503(c). 
210(d) .. ..................................... ......... ...... .. ............ ... ........... 304. 

June 25, 1991 
SECTIONS FROM TITLE 38, UNITED STATES CODE

Continued 

Old Section 
New Title 
38 Provi

sion 

21l(a) ................................................................................. . 511 . 
21 1(b) ........... ..................................... ........ .. ... ..................... 505. 
212 ...................................................................................... 512. 
213 .............. ................ .. .............................................. ........ 513. 
214 .................................................... .. ......... ....................... 529. 
215 .. ............................................. ....................................... 525. 
216 ..................... .................. ............................................... 521 . 
217 ................... ......... ........................................ .................. 522. 
218(al ...... ......................... ........................................... .. ..... . 901 . 
218(b) ........ ... ............................................................ .. ......... 902. 
218(c) ................................ ... ....................... .. ............ .......... 903. 
218(d) .......... ... ..... .. ................................. .... .... .... .. ............... 904. 
218(e) ............ ..... ................ ......... .......... ..... ......................... 905. 
219 ................................................... ... ................................ 527. 
219(b)(1) ...................... .. ..... .. .... ............................... .. ......... 303. 
220 ......................................................... ....... ........ ... .. ......... 523. 
221 ............................... ..................... .. ........ ....... ................. 541 . 
222 .............. .. ...................................................................... 542. 
223(a) ..... .............. ................................ ............................... 501(c). 
223(b) .... ................................. ......... ... ................................. 501(d). 
223(c) ........................................ .. .... .............. .. ............ ........ 502. 
224 ................................................................................. ..... 515(a). 

Subchapter Ill-Veterans' Administration Regional Offices; Em-
ployees: 

230 ........... .. .... ..................................... ............................ .. .. 314. 
230 ....... .. .................................................... .. ....................... 315. 
230(c) .. .. ....... ............................... .. .. ...... ................... ... ........ 317. 
231 .... ................................... .. ... .. .... .................................... 701 . 
233 ..................................... .... ... ... ....................................... 703. 
234 .................................... .. ....... ..... .............. .................... .. 705. 
235 ............................... .. ..... ...................... ........ ......... ......... 707. 
236 .............. .. ..... ... ... ........................................ .... .... ........... 515(b). 
[None) ....... .............................................. ..... ... ................. .. .. 301(c). 

Subchapter IV-Veterans Outreach Services Program: 
240 ..... .. ............................... ........................................ .. ...... 7721 . 
241 .... ........ ...................................... .. ..................... .. ......... 7722. 
242 ......................................... .................... .. ....................... 7723. 
243 ....... ... ............................................................................ 7724 . 
244 ............................... .................. .. ........ ......................... 7725. 
245 ........ ............... ........ ............................... ..... ................. 7726. 

0 2040 
Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 

of H.R. 2525, the Department of Veter
ans Affairs Codification Act. 

While this Codification Act would 
make no substantive changes to title 38 
of the United States Code, it does make 
important technical improvements to 
the title which have long been needed. 
The bill would better organize certain 
of title 38's provisions and enhance its 
usefulness for all who refer to it. 

I commend our chairman, SONNY 
MONTGOMERY, for advancing yet an
other improvement to our veterans 
laws. Also, I want to commend the leg
islative counsel, Bob Cover, who so 
diligently and ably drafted this bill. 
Such codifications require many long 
hours of painstaking effort which is 
anything but glamorous, but which is 
essential to having logically arranged 
and readable laws. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
approve H.R. 2525. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
having no requests for time, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
have no requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SAWYER). The question is on the mo
tion offered by the gentleman from 



June 25, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 16197 
Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY] that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 2525, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended, and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

VETERANS' HEALTH CARE AND 
RESEARCH AMENDMENTS OF 1991 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 

move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 2280) to amend title 38, Unit
ed States Code, to extend and improve 
veterans' health care programs, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2280 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES TO TITLE 

38, UNITED STATES CODE, AND TO 
SECRETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 
the "Veterans' Health Care and Research 
Amendments of 1991". 

(b) REFERENCES TO TITLE 38.-Except as 
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in 
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref
erence shall be considered to be made to a 
section or other provision of title 38, United 
States Code. Sections of that title redesig
nated by section 402 of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs Health-Care Personnel Act 
of 1991 are referred to in this Act by their 
section number before such redesignation. 

(c) REFERENCES TO SECRETARY.-Except as 
otherwise expressly provided, any reference 
in this Act to "the Secretary" is a reference 
to the Secretary of Veterans Affairs. 

TITLE I-HEALTH-CARE BENEFITS 
SEC. 101. CONTRACT HOSPITAL CARE FOR VET

ERANS WITH PERMANENT AND 
TOTAL SERVICE-CONNECTED DIS. 
ABILITIES. 

Section 603(a)(1) is amended-
(1) by striking out "or" at the end of sub

paragraph (A); 
(2) by striking out the period at the end of 

subparagraph (B) and inserting in lieu there
of"; or"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(C) any disability of a veteran who has a 
total disability permanent in nature from a 
service-connected disability.''. 
SEC. 102. DENTAL BENEFITS. 

(a) VETERANS ELIGIBLE.-Section 612(b)(1) 
is amended-

(1) by striking out "or" at the end of sub
paragraph (F); 

(2) by striking out the period at the end of 
subparagraph (G) and inserting in lieu there
of"; or"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(H) which is medically necessary (i) in 
preparation for hospital admission, or (ii) for 
a veteran otherwise receiving care or serv
ices under this chapter.". 

(b) DOLLAR CEILING.-Section 612(b)(3) is 
amended-

(1) by striking out "$500" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$1,000"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
" The Secretary may periodically review the 

cost of dental care to determine whether the 
dollar ceiling contained in this paragraph re
mains appropriate to carry out the purposes 
of this paragraph. Based upon such review, 
the Secretary may, from time to time, ad
just that ceiling in such amount as the Sec
retary determines necessary.". 
SEC. 103. EXTENSION OF ANNUAL REPORT ON 

FURNISHING HEALTH CARE. 
Section 1901l(e)(1) of the Veterans' Health 

Care Amendments of 1986 (38 U.S.C. 610 note) 
is amended by striking out "each or· and all 
that follows through "1989" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "each fiscal year through fiscal 
year 1992". 
SEC. 104. INCREASE IN LIMIT ON CERTAIN 

GRANTS FOR HOME STRUCTURAL 
ALTERATIONS FOR DISABLED VET
ERANS. 

(a) lNCREASE.-Section 617(a)(2) is amended 
by striking out "$2,500" and "$®0" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$3,300" and "$1,200", 
respectively. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1991. 
SEC. 105. EXTENSION OF AUTHORI'IY TO CON

TRACT WITH VETERANS MEMORIAL 
MEDICAL CENTER, REPUBLIC OF 
THE PHILIPPINES. 

Effective as of October 1, 1990, section 
632(a) is amended by striking out "Septem
ber 30, 1990" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"September 30, 1992". 
SEC. 106. HOMELESS CHRONICALLY MENTALLY 

ILL VETERANS. 
(a) EXPANSION OF PROGRAM.-Subject to 

section 107, the Secretary shall expand the 
program of outreach and community-based 
residential care for homeless chronically 
mentally ill veterans established by section 
115 of Public Law 100-322 (38 u.s.a. 612 note) 
by-

(1) increasing the number of employees of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs who are 
providing services under that section, with 
particular emphasis on those geographic 
areas with the greatest need for such serv
ices; and 

(2) providing services authorized under 
that section in at least four cities in which 
there is a significant unmet need for assist
ance for homeless chronically mentally ill 
veterans. 

(b) PILOT PROGRAM OF ASSISTANCE FOR 
HOMELESS VETERANS.-Subject to section 
107, the Secretary may enter into agree
ments with public or nonprofit entities for 
the provision of services to homeless veter
ans under this subsection. Such services may 
be provided only if the Secretary enters into 
an agreement under which another public en
tity, or a nonprofit entity, will provide (di
rectly or by reimbursement to the Sec
retary) not less than 25 percent of the cost of 
such services. Any amount received by the 
Secretary under such an agreement shall be 
credited to accounts available for the De
partment facility through which the services 
were provided. The services that may be pro
vided under this subsection are-

(1) outreach services through the use of 
vans or other means of transportation; 

(2) provision of medical and rehabilitative 
services; and 

(3) provision of transitional housing. 
(C) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-(1) 

There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Department of Veterans Affairs for the pro
gram under section 115 of Public Law 100--322 
the amount of $3,250,000 for fiscal year 1992 
and such sums as necessary for subsequent 
fiscal years. 

(2) There is authorized to be appropriated 
to the Department of Veterans Affairs for 

the program under subsection (b) the amount 
of $300,000 for fiscal year 1992 and such sums 
as necessary for subsequent fiscal years. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 115 
of Public Law 100--322 is amended-

(1) by striking out "Administrator" in sub
section (a)(1) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Secretary of Veterans Affairs"; 

(2) by striking out "Administrator" each 
additional place it appears in such section 
and inserting in lieu thereof "Secretary"; 

(3) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion" the first place it appears in subsection 
(c) and inserting in lieu thereof "Department 
of Veterans Affairs"; and 

(4) by striking out "Veterans' Administra
tion" each additional place it appears in sub
section (c) and inserting in lieu thereof "De
partment". 
SEC. 107. LIMITATION. 

The Secretary may carry out subsections 
(a) and (b) of section 106 and section 403(b)(1) 
only if the amount appropriated for fiscal 
year 1992 for the medical care account of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs is not less 
than $100,000,000 greater than the amount re
quested in the President's budget for fiscal 
year 1992 for that account. 

TITLE II-HEALTH-CARE PERSONNEL 
SEC. 201. LICENSURE OF SOCIAL WORKERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subsection (a) of section 
4105 is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(10) SOCIAL WORKER.-Hold a master's de
gree in social work from a college or univer
sity approved by the Secretary and, if the 
law of the State of employment so requires, 
be licensed, certified, or registered as a so
cial worker, except that to allow completion 
of requirements for such licensure, certifi
cation, or registration, the Secretary may 
waive the requirement in any case for a pe
riod not to exceed three years.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall not apply to 
any person employed as a social worker by 
the Department of Veterans Affairs on or be
fore the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 202. MINIMUM PERIOD OF SERVICE FOR 

SCHOLARSWP RECIPIENTS. 
(a) MINIMUM SERVICE REQUffiEMENT.-Sec

tion 4312(c)(1) is amended by striking out the 
period at the end of subparagraph (B) and in
serting in lieu thereof ", but for not less 
than two years.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to schol
arship agreements entered into after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 203. AUTHORI'IY TO PURCHASE ITEMS OF 

NOMINAL VALUE FOR RECRUIT· 
MENT PURPOSES. 

Section 4108 is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

"(f) The Secretary may purchase pro
motional items of nominal value for use in 
the recruitment of individuals for employ
ment under this chapter. The Secretary shall 
prescribe guidelines for the administration 
of the preceding sentence.". 
TITLE III-ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

SEC. 301. AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENT FOR 
CONSTRUCTION OF NEW MEDICAL 
FACILITIES. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENT.-(1) Para
graph (2) of section 5004(a) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(2) No funds may be appropriated for any 
fiscal year, and the Secretary may not obli
gate or expend funds (other than for advance 
planning and design), for any major medical 
project or any major medical facility lease 
unless funds for that project or lease have 
been specifically authorized by law.". 
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(2) Paragraph (3)(B) of that section is 

amended-
(A) by inserting "new" before "medical fa

cility" the second place it appears; and 
(B) by striking out "$500,000" and inserting 

in lieu thereof "$300,000". 
(3) Subsection (c) of section 5004 is amend

ed by striking out "resolution" both places 
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof 
"law". 

(b) APPLICABILITY.-The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall not apply with re
spect to any project for which funds were ap
propriated before the date of the enactment 
of this Act or for which funds were requested 
in the President's budget for fiscal year 1992. 
SEC. 302. SUBMISSION OF REPORTS OF GERI· 

ATRICS AND GERONTOLOGY ADVI· 
SORY COMMITTEE. 

Subparagraph (C) of section 4101([)(2) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(C)(i) The Committee shall submit to the 
Secretary, through the Chief Medical Direc
tor, such reports as the Committee considers 
appropriate with respect to its findings and 
conclusions under subparagraph (B) of this 
paragraph. Such reports shall include the 
following: 

"(!) Descriptions of the operations of the 
centers of geriatric research, education, and 
clinical activities established pursuant to 
paragraph (1) of this subsection. 

"(II) Assessments of the quality of the op
erations of such centers. 

"(Ill) An assessment of the extent to which 
the Department, through the operation of 
such centers and other health-care facilities 
and programs, is meeting the needs of eligi
ble older veterans for geriatric and extended
care and other health-care services. 

"(IV) Assessments of, and recommenda
tions for correcting any deficiencies in, the 
operations of such centers. 

"(V) Recommendations for such other geri
atric, extended-care, and other health-care 
services as may be needed to meet the needs 
of older veterans. 

"(ii) Whenever the Committee submits a 
report to the Secretary under division (i) of 
this subparagraph, the Committee shall at 
the same time transmit a copy of the report 
in the same form to the appropriate commit
tees of Congress. Not later than 90 days after 
receipt of a report under division (i) of this 
subparagraph, the Secretary shall submit to 
the appropriate committees of Congress are
port containing any comments and rec
ommendations of the Secretary with respect 
to the report of the Committee.". 
SEC. 303. PILOT PROGRAM OF RESEARCH TO IM· 

PROVE CLINICAL CARE. 
(a) PROGRAM.-Subject to subsection (e) 

and in order to improve the quality of clini
cal care at health care facilities of the De
partment of Veterans Affairs, the Secretary 
shall carry out a pilot program for the con
duct of medical research at Department 
medical centers for the purposes described in 
subsection (b). 

(b) TYPES OF RESEARCH.-Under the pilot 
program, the Secretary shall provide for the 
conduct of research projects that are appli
cable to clinical care in the areas of (1) men
tal illness, (2) alcohol and substance abuse, 
or (3) neurologic, psychiatric, and geriatric 
rehabilitation. 

(C) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.-Research 
under the program may only be carried out 
at a medical center (or other health-care fa
cility) of the Department at which the Direc
tor has entered into an agreement with a 
medical school or other institution described 
in section 4101(b) of title 38, United States 
Code, under which that medical school or in-

stitution agrees to provide partial funding or 
in-kind support for the proposed research. 

(d) PROPOSALS.-ln establishing procedures 
for the distribution of funds for research 
under the pilot program, the Secretary shall 
solicit from Department employees at De
partment health-care facilities proposals for 
research projects to be carried out under the 
program. Such proposals shall be subject to 
a peer review process. In determining which 
proposed projects to approve for funding 
under the program, the Secretary shall give 
priority to those projects that offer the 
greatest opportunity for improving the qual
ity of clinical care at the facility where the 
research is to be conducted. 

(e) FUNDING LIMITATIONS.-(!) The Sec
retary may carry out the research program 
under this section during fiscal year 1992 
only if the amount appropriated for fiscal 
year 1992 for the medical and prosthetic re
search account of the Department of Veter
ans Affairs is at least $43,000,000 greater than 
the amount requested for that account in the 
President's budget for fiscal year 1992. 

(2) The Secretary may carry out that pro
gram during fiscal year 1993 only if the 
amount appropriated for that account for fis
cal year 1993 is $58,000,000 greater than the 
amount requested for that account in the 
President's budget for fiscal year 1992. The 
Secretary may carry out the research pro
gram during fiscal year 1994 only if the 
amount appropriated for that account for fis
cal year 1994 is $73,000,000 greater than the 
amount requested for that account in the 
President's budget. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There is authorized to be appropriated the 
sum of $6,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1992, 
1993, and 1994 for the clinical care research 
program under this section. 
SEC. 304. STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE IN DE

PARTMENT LABORATORIES. 
(a) REGULATIONS.-(!) Within the 120-day 

period beginning on the date on which the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services pro
mulgates final regulations to implement the 
standards required by section 353 of the Pub
lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 263a), the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, in accordance 
with the Secretary's authority under title 38, 
United States Code, shall prescribe regula
tions to assure consistent performance by 
medical facility laboratories under the juris
diction of the Secretary of valid and reliable 
laboratory examinations and other proce
dures. Such regulations shall be prescribed 
in consultation with the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services and shall establish 
standards in accordance with the require
ments of section 353(f) of the Public Health 
Service Act. 

(2) Such regulations-
(A) may include appropriate provisions re

specting waivers described in section 353(d) 
of such Act and accreditations described in 
section 353(e) of such Act; and 

(B) shall include appropriate provisions re
specting compliance with such requirements. 

(b) REPORT.-Within the 180-day period be
ginning on the date on which the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs prescribes the regula
tions required by subsection (a), the Sec
retary shall submit to the Committees on 
Veterans' Affairs of the Senate and House of 
Representatives a report on those regula
tions. 

(c) DEFINITION.-As used in this section, 
the term "medical facility laboratories" 
means facilities for the biological, micro-bi
ological, serological, chemical, immuno
hematological, hematological, biophysical, 
cytological, pathological, or other examina-

tion of materials derived from the human 
body for the purpose of providing informa
tion for the diagnosis, prevention, or treat
ment of any disease or impairment of, or the 
assessment of the health of, human beings. 
SEC. 305. ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 1 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
"§ 115. Acquisition of real property 

"For the purposes of sections 230 and 1006 
of this title and subchapter I of chapter 81 of 
this title, the Secretary may acquire and use 
real property-

"(!) before title to the property is approved 
under section 355 of the Revised Statutes (40 
U.S.C. 255); and 

"(2) even though the property will be held 
in other than a fee simple interest in a case 
in which the Secretary determines that the 
interest to be acquired is sufficient for the 
purposes of the intended use.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 
"115. Acquisition of real property.". 
SEC. 306. RESEARCH CORPORATIONS. 

(a) PERIOD FOR OBTAINING RECOGNITION AS 
TAX-EXEMPT ENTITY.-Section 4161(b) is 
amended by striking out "three-year period" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "four-year pe
riod". 

(b) ExTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR ESTAB
LISHMENT OF CORPORATIONS.-Section 4168 is 
amended by striking out "September 30, 
1991" and inserting in lieu thereof "Septem
ber 30, 1992". 
SEC. 307. CHILD CARE SERVICES. 

(a) REVISED CHILD CARE AUTHORITY.-Chap
ter 81 is amended· by inserting after section 
5016 the following new section: 
"§5017. Child care centers 

"(a) The Secretary may provide for the op
eration of child care centers at Department 
facilities in accordance with this section. 
The operation of such centers shall be car
ried out to the extent that the Secretary de
termines, based on the demand by employees 
of the Department for the care involved, that 
such operation is in the best interest of the 
Department and that it is practicable to do 
so. In offering child care services under this 
section, the Secretary shall give priority, in 
the following order, to employees of (1) the 
Department of Veterans Affairs, (2) other de
partments and agencies of the Federal Gov
ernment, and (3) affiliated schools and cor
porations created under section 4161 of this 
title. To the extent space is available, the 
Secretary may provide child care services to 
members of the public if the Secretary deter
mines that to do so is necessary to assure 
the financial success of such center. 

"(b)(l) The Secretary shall establish rea
sonable charges for child care services pro
vided at each child care center operated 
under this section. 

"(2) In establishing charges at a center, the 
Secretary shall ensure that the sum of all 
charges for child care services is sufficient to 
meet the staffing expenses of the child care 
center and may con.sider the expenses of con
structing or acquiring space for the center, 
the expenses of converting existing space 
into the center, and the expenses of equip
ment and services furnished to the center 
under subsection (c)(2) of this section. 

"(3) Proceeds from charges for child care 
services shall be credited to the applicable 
Department of Veterans Affairs account and 
shall be allotted to the facility served by the 
child care center and shall remain available 
until expended. 
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"(c) In connection with the establishment 

and operation of a child care center under 
this section, the Secretary-

"(!) may construct or alter space in any 
Department facility, and may lease space in 
a non-Department facility for a term not to 
exceed 20 years, for use as a child care cen
ter; 

"(2) may provide, out of operating funds, 
other items and services necessary for the 
operation of the center, including furniture, 
office machines and equipment, utility and 
custodial services, and other necessary serv
ices and amenities; 

"(3) shall provide for the participation (di
rectly or through a parent advisory commit
tee) of parents of children receiving care in 
the center in the establishment of policies to 
govern the operation of the center and in the 
oversight of the implementation of such 
policies; 

"(4) shall require the development and use 
of a process for determining the fitness and 
suitability of prospective employees of or 
volunteers at the center; and 

"(5) shall require in connection wi'th the 
operation of the center compliance with all 
State and local laws, ordinances, and regula
tions relating to health and safety and the 
operation of child care centers. 

"(d) The Secretary shall prescribe guide
lines to carry out this section. 

"(e) For the purpose of this section, the 
term 'parent advisory committee' means a 
committee comprised of, and selected by, the 
parents of children receiving care in a child 
care center operated under this section.". 

(b) CONFORMING REPEAL.-Section 4209 is 
repealed. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-(!) The table 
of sections at the beginning of chapter 81 is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 5016 the following new item: 
"5017. Child care centers.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 75 is amended by striking out the 
item relating to section 4209. 
SEC. 308. AUTHORITY TO HOLD JOINT TITLE TO 

MEDICAL EQUIPMENT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Chapter 81 is amended 

by adding at the end of subchapter IV the 
following new sections: 
"§5057. Joint title to medical equipment 

"(a) Subject to subsection (b), the Sec
retary may enter into agreements with insti
tutions described in section 5053(a) of this 
title for the joint acquisition of medical 
equipment. 

"(b)(l) The Secretary may not pay more 
than one-hlltf of the purchase price of equip
ment acquired through an agreement under 
subsection (a). 

"(2) Any equipment to be procured under 
such an agreement shall be procured by the 
Secretary. Title to such equipment shall be 
held jointly by the United States and the in
stitution. 

"(3) Before equipment acquired under such 
an agreement may be used, the parties to the 
agreement shall arrange by contract under 
section 5053 of this title for the exchange of 
use of the equipment. 

"(4) The Secretary may not contract for 
the acquisition of medical equipment to be 
jointly purchased under an agreement under 
subsection (a) until the institution which en
ters into the agreement provides to the Sec
retary its share of the purchase price of the 
medical equipment. 

"(c)(l) Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, the Secretary may transfer the 
interest of the Department of Veterans Af
fairs in equipment acquired through an 

agreement under subsection (a) to the insti
tution which holds joint title to the equip
ment if the Secretary determines that the 
transfer would be justified by compelling 
clinical considerations or the economic in
terest of the Department. Any such transfer 
may only be made upon agreement by the in
stitution to pay to the Department the 
amount equal to one-half of the depreciated 
purchase price of the equipment. Any such 
payment when received shall be credited to 
the applicable Department medical appro
priation. 

"(2) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Secretary may acquire the inter
est of an institution in equipment acquired 
under subsection (a) if the Secretary deter
mines that the acquisition would be justified 
by compelling clinical considerations or the 
economic interests of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs. The Department of Veter
ans Affairs may not pay more than one-half 
the depreciated purchase price of the equip
ment. 
"§ 5058. Deposit in escrow 

"(a) To facilitate the procurement of medi
cal equipment pursuant to section 5057 of 
this title, the Secretary may enter into es
crow agreements with institutions described 
in section 5053(a) of this title. Any such 
agreement shall provide that-

"(1) the institutions shall pay to the Sec
retary the funds necessary to make a pay
ment under section 5057(b)(4) of this title; 

"(2) the Secretary, as escrow agent, shall 
administer those funds in an escrow account; 

"(3) the Secretary shall disburse the 
escrowed funds to pay for such equipment 
upon its delivery or in accordance with the 
contract to procure the equipment and shall 
disburse all accrued interest or other earn
ings on the escrowed funds to the institu
tion. 

"(b) As escrow agent for funds placed in es
crow pursuant to an agreement under sub
section (a), the Secretary may-

"(1) invest the escrowed funds in obliga
tions of the Federal Government or obliga
tions which are insured or guaranteed by the 
Federal Government; 

"(2) retain in the escrow account interest 
or other earnings on such investments; 

"(3) disburse the funds pursuant to the es
crow agreement; and 

"(4) return undisbursed funds to the insti
tution. 

"(c)(l) If the Secretary enters into an es
crow agreement under this section, the Sec
retary may enter into an agreement to pro
cure medical equipment if one-half the pur
chase price of the equipment is available in 
an appropriation or fund for the expenditure 
or obligation. 

"(2) Funds held in an escrow account under 
this section shall not be considered to be 
public funds.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 81 is amended by adding at the end 
the following new items: 
"5057. Joint title to medical equipment. 
"5058. Deposit in escrow.". 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than November 1, 
1991, the Secretary shall submit to the Com
mittees on Veterans' Affairs of the Senate 
and House of .Representatives a report on the 
Secretary's plans for implementation of this 
section. The report shall include identifica
tion and discussion of-

(1) the instructions the Secretary proposes 
to issue to medical facilities to guide the de
velopment of proposals for procurement of 
medical equipment under this section, in
cluding instructions for assuring equitable 

arrangements for use of the equipment by 
the Department and the co-purchasers of the 
equipment; 

(2) the criteria by which the Secretary 
plans to evaluate proposals to procure medi
cal equipment under this section; 

(3) the means by which the Secretary will 
integrate the process of procuring equipment 
under this section with the policies and pro
cedures governing health care planning for 
the Veterans Health Administration; and 

(4) the criteria by which determinations to 
transfer title to equipment under section 
5057(c) of title 38, United States Code, as 
added by subsection (a), would be made. 
SEC. 309. QUALITY ASSURANCE ACTMTIES. 

Effective on October 1, 1991, programs and 
activities which (1) the Secretary carries out 
pursuant to section 4151(a) of title 38, United 
States Code, or (2) are described in section 
201(a)(1) and 201(a)(3) of Public Law 100--322 
shall be deemed to be part of the operation of 
hospitals, nursing homes, and domiciliary fa
cilities of the Department of Veterans Af
fairs, without regard to the location of the 
duty stations of employees carrying out 
those programs and activities. 
SEC. 310. REDESIGNATION OF POSITIONS OF 

CHIEF MEDICAL DIRECTOR AND 
CHIEF BENEFITS DIRECTOR AS 
UNDER SECRETARIES. 

(a) REDESIGNATION.-The positions in the 
Department of Veterans Affairs of Chief 
Medical Director and Chief Benefits Director 
are hereby redesignated as the Under Sec
retary for Health and the Under Secretary 
for Benefits Administration, respectively. 

(b) REFERENCES.-Any reference in any 
law, Executive order, regulation, or other 
document or paper of the United States to 
either of the positions redesignated by sub
section (a) shall be deemed to refer to the po
sition as so redesignated. 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 38.
Title 38, United States Code, is amended-

(1) by striking out "Chief Medical Direc
tor" each place it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof "Under Secretary for Health"; 
and 

(2) by striking out "Chief Benefits Direc
tor" each place it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof "Under Secretary for Benefits 
Administration". 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO OTHER 
LAws.-Section 5314 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out 

"Chief Medical Director, Department of 
Veterans Affairs. 

"Chief Benefits Director, Department of 
Veterans Affairs." and inserting in lieu 
thereof 

"Under Secretary for Health, Department 
of Veterans Affairs. 

"Under Secretary for Benefits Administra
tion, Department of Veterans Affairs.". 

TITLE IV-POST-TRAUMATIC STRESS 
DISORDER 

SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Post-Trau

matic Stress Disorder Treatment Act of 
1991". 
SEC. 402. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds-
(1) that a study carried out pursuant to 

Public Law 98-160 on the readjustment of 
Vietnam-era veterans estimated that ap
proximately 479,000 Vietnam theater veter
ans were suffering from Post-Traumatic 
Stress Disorder; 

(2) that such study found that, as of 1988, 
only one-fifth of all male Vietnam theater 
veterans with Post-Traumatic Stress Dis
order had sought and used Veterans Admin-
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istration services for mental health prob
lems since separating from military service, 
and that half of those had received such serv
ices in the preceding year; 

(3) that, despite the increases in amount, 
array, and availability of treatment pro
grams administered by the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, the number and distribu
tion of those programs do not fully meet the 
needs of veterans suffering from Post-Trau
matic Stress Disorder; 

(4) that the experience of the Department 
of Veterans Affairs has demonstrated that 
specialized treatment can assist in rehabili
tating veterans who suffer from Post-Trau
matic Stress Disorder; 

(5) that the conflict in the Persian Gulf 
may result in an increased demand by veter
ans for treatment for Post-Traumatic Stress 
Disorder, particularly for those suffering 
acute stress reactions resulting from service 
in the war zone; 

(6) that expansion of the current programs 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs to 
provide a continuum of services to veterans 
suffering from Post-Traumatic Stress Dis
order would help assure access to needed 
treatment; 

(7) that the recommendations of the Chief 
Medical Director's Special Committee on 
Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder provide im
portant guidance to the Secretary and the 
Congress for establishing an effective na
tional program to meet the needs of veterans 
in need of, and mandated by Congress to re
ceive, care for Post-Traumatic Stress Dis
order; 

(8) that available funding for the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs has not kept pace 
with the growth in responsibilities of that 
Department or with the increased needs of 
its beneficiaries; and 

(9) that needed expansion of programs 
should not come at the expense of providing 
ongoing services. 
SEC. 403. EXPANSION OF SPECIALIZED PRO

GRAMS FOR CARE OF POST-TRAU
MATIC STRESS DISORDER. 

(a) POLICY.-(1) The Secretary shall seek to 
implement the recommendations of the Chief 
Medical Director's Special Committee on 
Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder with respect 
to specialized inpatient and outpatient pro
grams of the Department of Veterans Affairs 
for the treatment of Post-Traumatic Stress 
Disorder. 

(2) The specialized inpatient and out
patient programs referred to in paragraph (1) 
include (A) specialized inpatient post-trau
matic stress disorder units, (B) post-trau
matic stress disorder clinical treatment 
teams, and (C) programs established to treat 
patients suffering from both post-traumatic 
stress disorder and substance abuse prob
lems. 

(b) FISCAL YEAR 1992 PROGRAM ExPAN
SION.-(!) Subject to section 107, the Sec
retary during fiscal year 1992 shall establish 
and operate, at such locations as the Sec
retary considers appropriate, new Post-Trau
matic Stress Disorder programs as follows: 

(A) Not less than five new specialized inpa
tient Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder units. 

(B) Not less than 10 new Post-Traumatic 
Stress Disorder clinical treatment teams. 

(C) Not less than five outpatient programs 
for the treatment of veterans suffering from 
both Post-Traumatic ,Stress Disorder and 
substance abuse problems. 

(2) There is authorized to be appropriated 
$7,400,000 for fiscal year 1992, and such sums 
as necessary for subsequent fiscal years, to 
carry out the purposes of this subsection. 

SEC. 404. POST-TRAUMATIC STRESS DISORDER 
RESEARCH PROGRAMS. 

(a) FUNDING AND PRIORITY.-ln carrying 
out research and awarding grants under 
chapter 73 of title 38, United States Code, the 
Secretary shall designate a level of funding 
support for, and shall assign a priority to, 
the conduct of research on mental illness, in
cluding research regarding (1) Post-Trau
matic Stress Disorder, (2) Post-Traumatic 
Stress Disorder in association with sub
stance abuse, and (3) the treatment of those 
disorders. 

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.-Funds for the 
conduct of research in subjects described in 
subsection (a) that is to be carried out 
through Department medical centers shall be 
distributed by the Secretary in accordance 
with procedures prescribed by the Chief Med
ical Director. Such procedures shall include 
provisions for the consideration of research 
proposals submitted by Department employ
ees at Department medical centers and for 
the evaluation of such proposals through a 
peer review process. 

(C) IMPLEMENTATION REPORT.-The Sec
retary shall submit to the Committees on 
Veterans' Affairs of the Senate and House of 
Representatives not later than December 1, 
1992, a report on the implementation of this 
section. 
SEC. 405. POST-TRAUMATIC STRESS DISORDER 

PROGRAM PLANNING. 
(a) ASSESSMENT.-The Secretary shall as

sess the needs for treatment and rehabilita
tive services of veterans believed to be suf
fering from Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder. 
The Secretary, based on-

(1) the Secretary's estimate of the numbers 
of veterans who suffer from Post-Traumatic 
Stress Disorder, are likely to seek care from 
Veterans Administration, and are entitled by 
law to be furnished such care; 

(2) current and projected capacity to pro
vide services; and 

(3) the Secretary's evaluation of existing 
programs, 
shall develop a plan for providing treatment 
and rehabilitative services for such veterans 
and for expanding and refining the services 
available for the treatment of Post-Trau
matic Stress Disorder. 

(b) CONSULTATION.-The Secretary shall 
carry out subsection (a) in consultation with 
the Chief Medical Director's Special Com
mittee on Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder. 

(c) REPORT.-Not later than August 30, 
1992, the Secretary shall submit to the Com
mittees on Veterans' Affairs of the Senate 
and House of Representatives a report on the 
plan developed pursuant to subsection (a). 
SEC. 406. DEFINITION. 

In this title, the term "Chief Medical Di
rector's Special Committee on Post-Trau
matic Stress Disorder" means the commit
tee established pursuant to section 110 of 
Public Law 98-528. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. STUMP] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re
marks, and include extraneous matter 
on the bill, H.R. 2280, the bill presently 
under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2280, as amended, 
contains many provisions that will en
hance the ability of the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to improve the qual
ity of care to our veterans and their el
igible dependents. Some of the provi
sions of H.R. 2280 are identical to those 
contained in H.R. 5740, which passed 
the House last year. Unfortunately, the 
Senate failed to act on that measure. 

Several other provisions of the bill 
are the result of oversight hearings 
held by our committee last fall and 
earlier this spring. 

I want to thank the distinguished 
gentleman from Arkansas, the ranking 
minority member of the Subcommittee 
on Hospitals and Health Care, JOHN 
PAUL HAMMERSCHMIDT, for his very 
able leadership in putting this bill to
gether. H.R. 2280 will not only enhance 
veterans' health care but will do so in 
a very cost effective way. 

Let me briefly highlight the major 
provisions of the bill. 

The bill recognizes that the VA 
health care system has not been ade
quately funded during the past decade 
and that additional appropriations 
must be made to support the core sys
tem before authorizing new programs. 
Fortunately, the House has recognized 
the problem and on June 6, 1991 passed 
an appropriations bill that would add 
more than $300 million to the Adminis
tration's budget for medical care and 
research. Again, I want to commend 
the distinguished chairman of the VA, 
HUD and Independent Agencies Sub
committee on Appropriations, BoB 
TRAXLER, and the ranking minority 
member, BILL GREEN, for their support 
of veterans. They really came through 
for them this year. 

There are many veterans who suffer 
from post-traumatic stress disorder, 
commonly referred to as PTSD. This 
bill would authorize VA to expand the 
PTSD program. In addition, the bill 
would call for VA to expand programs 
we have already established for the 
·care of homeless veterans. However, 
the bill provides that both these expan
sions shall not occur until additional 
appropriations are made to support ex
isting programs. The point is to assure 
that on-going programs do not suffer at 

·the expense of new or expanded ones. 
As I said a few moments ago, the House 
has appropriated a substantial increase 
in the veterans medical care account. 

Mr. Speaker, a former member of our 
committee JIM JaNTz, has worked hard 
to make certain that we assist veter
ans suffering from PTSD. He has ex
pressed concern that there is no expan
sion of PTSD treatment programs in 
this bill beyond fiscal year 1992. 
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H.R. 2280 does contain a provision 

which requires the Department to as
sess the anticipated needs of veterans 
for PTSD treatment services and its 
projected capacity to deliver such serv
ices. The gentleman from Indiana feels 
it appropriate for the committee to 
consider legislation upon completion of 
the assessment to ensure that the VA 
has the capacity to treat all veterans 
suffering from PTSD who are eligible 
for treatment. 

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
JONTZ] is correct that uncertainty over 
the future funding is a major reason 
why H.R. 2280 does not provide for ex
pansion of PTSD treatment programs 
beyond fiscal year 1992. I agree that 
treatment of PTSD is important and 
we will take a serious look at the as
sessment of need done by the VA. If, in 
future years, the Appropriations Com
mittee meets the funding level require
ments for expansion of existing pro
grams, then I would have no problem 
supporting expansions in programs 
such as PTSD. However, we cannot 
continue to expand authority for exist
ing programs without new money. 

This year we authorized a substantial 
increase in the V A's PTSD programs 
subject to specific, new funding levels 
which the Appropriations Committee 
met. I believe that this approach is the 
way to go. However, I strongly believe 
that VA should provide some direction. 
If the Department cannot meet the de
mand for PTSD treatment, then the 
VA should submit a budget which gives 
PTSD the priority it needs. 

I appreciate the leadership the 
gentlman from Indiana has provided on 
the issue of PTSD, and his good work is 
reflected in this section of the bill. 

In a similar way, H.R. 2280 encour
ages VA to expand research into sev
eral new areas, but only if Congress ap
propriates specific new levels of fund
ing for that purpose. This provision of 
the bill generally follows the rec
ommendations of Secretary 
Derwinski's blue ribbon research advi
sory committee. 

Mr. Speaker, the Committee's report 
to the Budget Committee highlighted 
VA's critical need for additional funds 
to replace old medical equipment. The 
VA, HUD and Independent Agencies 
Appropriations bill which recently 
passed the House recognized the pro b
lem. The bill contained $90 million 
more than the administration re
quested for new and replacement equip
ment. 

This bill would also help VA with its 
equipment problem. It would give VA 
specific authority to share the cost and 
use of medical equipment with commu
nity hospitals. 

Over the years, our committee has 
worked hard to get VA adequate health 
care staffing. The committee has initi
ated many recruitment and retention 
incentives which have become law. 

We've passed important physician 
and nurse pay bills. Several years ago 

we established a nurse scholarship pro
gram. One area that would boost V A's 
ability to recruit and retain critical 
health care staff is child care services. 
This bill would give greater flexibility 
to VA to develop child care facilities at 
its medical centers. A distinguished 
member of the committee, LIZ PATTER
SON, was the chief sponsor of the com
mittee's first child care legislation. 
She was very instrumental in making 
VA one of the first agencies of the Gov
ernment to provide child care in Gov
ernment facilities. I want to thank the 
gentlelady from South Carolina for her 
leadership in this area. 

There are provisions in the bill that 
would strengthen the Secretary's abil
ity to provide quality of care. The com
mittee held hearings on quality assur
ance last year and again earlier this 
spring. At these hearings we learned 
from Secretary Derwinski that the 
Chief Medical Director lacks the tools 
to effectively monitor quality of care 
at many hospitals. Congress cannot ex
pect the Chief Medical Director to do 
the job expected of him without the 
proper staff and resources to conduct 
aggressive oversight in the area of 
quality assurance no matter how com
prehensive the law may be. 

H.R. 2280 would help with this prob
lem. It would allow the Secretary to 
fund quality assurance and oversight 
as a medical care function. 

Finally, the bill contains a provision 
that would prohibit the VA from spend
ing funds for any construction project 
in excess of $2 million or for any real 
property lease in excess of $300,000, un
less such project or lease has been au
thorized by law. This provision will en
sure that priorities for all major con
struction projects are set by the Con
gress. 

This provision is most important 
given the limited amount of construc
tion funds in the fiscal year 1992 
budget. 

The bill, as amended, aims to assure 
high quality work in VA clinical lab
oratories. It would require that the 
quality of work done in VA labs meets 
strict standards set by the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the dis
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce for his co
operation on this issue. An amendment 
to the bill reflects the understanding 
we have reached. As amended, the bill 
now makes the VA's responsibilities in 
the area clear. 

VA is to prescribe regulations to as
sure the quality of work done in VA 
medical laboratories. 

The Secretary of Veterans Affairs is 
to issue those regulations within 120 
days after the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services [HHS] promulgates 
final regulations to implement the 
Clinical Laboratory Improvement 
Amendments of 1988 [CLIA], Public 
Law 10~578. VA is to consult with HHS 

in prescribing the regulations, and 
those regulations are to establish 
standards in accord with the require
ments for standard setting in section 
353(f) of the Public Health Service Act. 
Thus, the modified version of the bill 
assures the application to VA labora
tories of standards required by statute 
to apply nationally to clinical labora
tories. The provision also recognizes 
the desirability of vesting the Sec
retary of Veterans Affairs with author
ity for applying those requirements to 
VA laboratories. 

We expect, and are requiring a report 
by, VA to assure that the standards VA 
adopts and the compliance it requires 
will provide a level of quality in its 
laboratories as high or higher than any 
other laboratories. Finally, it is impor
tant to note that this measure frees VA 
of certification, fee-paying, inspection, 
audit, or other oversight or supervision 
of VA laboratories by the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. It does, at 
the same time, explicitly acknowledge 
the important role played by independ
ent review of VA laboratories through 
accrediting bodies, and the committee 
anticipates that VA will continue to 
seek accreditation of its clinical lab
oratories. 

The second amendment to the re
ported bill would designate the posi
tion of Chief Medical Director as the 
Under Secretary for Health and the po
sition of Chief Benefits Director as the 
Under Secretary for Benefits Adminis
tration. The VA believes this would be 
desirable in order to signify that the 
persons who hold the positions of Chief 
Medical Director and Chief Benefits Di
rector are equal in rank and stature to 
similar officials in other Federal de
partments. 

Mr. Speaker, again I want to thank 
the ranking minority member of the 
Subcommittee on Hospitals and Health 
Care, JOHN PAUL HAMMERSCHMIDT, and 
the very able ranking minority mem
ber of the full committee, BOB STUMP, 
for their leadership and hard work on 
this important legislation. 

This is an extremely important bill 
that will greatly improve the delivery 
of health care to our Nation's veterans 
and I urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 2280, the Veterans' Health and 
Research Amendments of 1991 and note 
the strong bipartisan support of the en
tire Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 
This legislation represents a compila
tion of provisions covering a range of 
services under the jurisdiction of the 
Veterans Health Administration. At 
the same time, the legislation is not 
subject to the pay-as-you-go mandate 
of the Budget Act. 

It is a low cost bill and it does not 
contain all that the committee recog-
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nizes as needed improvements on be
half of veterans because quite simply, 
there is insufficient funding to pay for 
program enhancements. All in all H.R. 
2280 represents the best efforts of the 
committee to improve veterans' pro
grams while maintaining a responsibil
ity to Federal budget deficit control. 

In fact, the only provisions which 
would increase ·expenditures-improve
ments to PTSD and Homeless Veterans 
Programs-are subject to additional 
appropriations so they will not result 
in a further erosion of existing health 
care program funding. This method of 
exercising the authorizing responsibil
ity of the committee was crafted out of 
a strong recognition of the current fi
nancial constraints under which the 
Department of Veterans Affairs must 
now operate. 

Many of the provisions contained in 
H.R. 2280 were already passed by this 
body during the lOlst Congress as con
tained in H.R. 5740, but did not receive 
final action in the other body. The 
committee believes these provisions 
merit final approval this Congress. 

The issue of quality medical care is 
also addressed in this measure. The 
committee has held many hearings on 
the topic of quality of care and have in
cluded two provisions which would help 
the Department exercise its respon
sibility in providing high quality 
health care services. 

The first provision would allow the 
Department of Veterans Affairs greater 
flexibility in its funding of quality of 
care oversight functions. The second 
provision will assure that the Sec
retary of Veterans Affairs prescribe 
regulations which result in consistent 
high quality performance by medical 
facility laboratories. Such regulations 
will be prescribed in consultation with 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

Finally, the bill contains a provision 
to redesignate the Chief Medical Direc
tor [CMD] and the Chief Benefits Direc
tor [CBD] as under secretaries. At the 
present time, the CMD and CBD like 
under secretaries are appointed at ex
ecutive level III but, unlike other 
under secretaries do not share the 
title. The titles of CMD and CBD are 
confusing since no comparable title ex
ists in other departments of Govern
ment. This disparity is thought to less
en both the effectiveness and visibility 
of the CMD and CBD. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my belief that 
these two individuals hold the most 
important operational positions in the 
entire Department of Veterans Affairs. 
These individuals are directly respon
sible for the service rendered to the 
veterans of our Nation. 

Since the debate on elevation of the 
VA to a Cabinet level department 
began, it has always been the opinion 
of the House Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs that the CMD and CBD be des
ignated as under secretaries, however, 

we were unable to achieve concurrence 
with the other body. Now that the VA 
has experienced elevation to a Cabinet 
level department for some time, it is 
more apparent than ever that the CMD 
and CBD would function more effec
tively among the circles of government 
if they were to obtain the titles befit
ting their important stature. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the dis
tinguished chairman of the committee, 
SONNY MONTGOMERY and the ranking 
member of the Subcommittee on Hos
pitals and Health Care, Mr. HAMMER
SCHMIDT for their leadership and exper
tise on these important issues. I want 
to acknowledge as well the support of 
the chairman and ranking member of 
the Committee on Energy and Com
merce, Mr. DINGELL and Mr. LENT, for 
their input on section 304 of the bill. 

I urge the support of my colleagues 
on H.R. 2280. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker, as 
ranking member of the Subcommittee on Hos
pitals and Health Care, I join my colleagues 
today in strong support of H.R. 2280, the Vet
erans' Health Care and Research Amend
ments of 1991. 

It is important to point out that H.R. 2280 is 
not subject to the pay-as-you-go provision of 
the Budget Act. 

It is a low-cost measure that is drafted to 
ensure that the provisions which authorize 
program expansion are based on an appro
priation level above the administration's re
quest. The Committee on Veterans' Affairs 
takes seriously its responsibility to Federal 
budget control. This bill ensures that the pro
gram expansion contained in H.R. 2280 will 
not further erode core medical care funding. 

Several provisions in this bill are designed 
to improve the quality, delivery and administra
tion of medical care for our Nation's veterans. 
The bill enhances existing programs and ex
tends expiring programs. 

In particular, I support section 304, which 
requires the VA to prescribe standards, in con
sultation with the Department of Health and 
Human Services [HHS] in order to ensure that 
VA labs be subject to stringent standards of 
quality, comparable or exceeding those set 
under the Clinical Laboratory Improvement 
Amendments of 1988 [CLIA]. 

This provision provides that the Department 
of Veterans' Affairs would be subject to the 
same standards as required by section 353 of 
the Public Health Service Act and that the 
Secretary shall prescribe regulations to assure 
consistent performance by medical facility lab
oratories. 

Section 304 will simply allow the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs to continue to meet the 
mandate of establishing internal controls over 
VA labs, while strengthening external controls. 
Section 304 is 'necessary to allow the VA to 
maintain jurisdiction over its own clinical labs 
while working with HHS to achieve and main
tain valid and reliable performance. 

Quality assurance programs play a critical 
role in providing veterans with confidence in 
the VA medical care system. Our goal is to 
make certain that veterans can continue to 
have faith in the system designed to serve 
them. 

Finally, I want to emphasize my support for 
a provision in H.R. 2280 which will redesig
nate the titles of the Chief Medical Director 
[CMD] and the Chief Benefits Director [CBD] 
as Under Secretaries. The title of Under Sec
retary more properly reflects the expertise and 
responsibility of these individuals and en
hances their access to the top circles of Gov
ernment management. The Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs worked hard to elevate the VA 
to a Cabinet level Department of improve the 
visibility of this important Agency of Govern
ment. Top officials of the Department deserve 
no less. 

I want to thank Chairman MONTGOMERY and 
the ranking member, Mr. STUMP, for their hard 
work on this legislation and urge the support 
of my colleagues on H.R. 2280. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
support the measure and to commend the 
chairman and members of the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs for their attention to the 
needs of the veterans in the Nation and in my 
district. 

In 1989, a veteran in my home State in
formed me that veterans with a 1 00 percent 
permanent and total service-connected disabil
ity seeking emergency medical care at non-VA 
health care facilities were not having these le
gitimate claims paid if they filed within 72 
hours. Ironically, had the veteran waited for 
more than 72 hours to file the claim, it would 
have been honored. 

This discrepancy was the result of a recent 
revision to the law and an unintended result. 
I appreciate the work the chairman and com
mittee members have done to ensure that this 
situation does not continue by including lan
guage in this measure which clarifies the law 
and corrects the situation. I also wish to ex
press the gratitude of the many veterans in my 
district who will now be able to have these le
gitimate claims paid. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, it has been my 
privilege as chairman of the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce to work with Chairman 
MONTGOMERY in revising section 304 of H.R. 
2280 as that section was ordered reported. 
We shared the objective of assuring that pa
tients relying on laboratories within the veter
ans' health care system enjoy the same high 
quality care as all other Americans. The two 
committees have together fashioned an alter
native section which achieves that end. 

The Committee on Energy and Commerce 
has a longstanding interest in proper operation 
of the Nation's clinical laboratories. The Clini
cal Laboratory Improvement Amendments of 
1988 [CLIA] originated in the Commerce Com
mittee. The committee has also maintained 
strict oversight of laboratory operations. CLIA's 
requirements were made to apply to all the 
Nation's laboratories under the 1988 amend
ments in order to assure that all Americans 
could be confident of the accuracy of their lab 
results. 

Section 304 of H.R. 2280, as ordered re
ported by the Committee on Veterans' Affairs, 
raised concerns for this committee because it 
could have upset the basic operation and ap
plication of CLIA and would have created am
biguity in the law. In its report on that section 
as ordered reported, the Veterans' Committee 
explained its original provision by taking ex
ception to the administration's application of 
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the provisions of CLIA to the Department of 
Veterans Affairs. As chairman of the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce and an author 
of CLIA I respectfully expressed disagreement 
with the Veterans' Committee's narrow inter
pretation of CLIA and objected to the inclusion 
of section 304 in H.R. 2280. In order to expe
dite the consideration of this bill by the House, 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
chose to forego requesting a sequential refer
ral of H.R. 2280; instead we sought to work 
with the Committee on Veterans' Affairs to re
place section 304 with a provision that did not 
disturb the intent of CLIA, but which ad
dressed that committee's concern over admin
istration of laboratory regulation. 

I am pleased that the two committees were 
able to find alternative language for section 
304; that language is reflected in the bill as 
amended for floor consideration today. The 
appendix to the report to accompany H.R. 
2280 contains an exchange of letters between 
the chairmen of the two committees. They re
flect the substance of the agreement between 
the two committees and correct any erroneous 
statements contained in the committee report 
language accompanying the original section 
304. 

Those two letters, constituting the appendix 
to the committee report, are appended to this 
statement and I would ask that they be in
cluded here as part of my remarks. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE, 
Washington, DC, June 24, 1991. 

Hon. G.V. MONTGOMERY, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans' Affairs, U.S. 

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to our 

agreement of the past week to revise section 
304 of H.R. 2280 as ordered reported, the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce will not 
seek a sequential referral of H.R. 2280. This 
determination does not constitute a waiver 
of any jurisdiction which this committee 
may have over the subject matter in ques
tion. 

As you know, following committee consid
eration of H.R. 2280, the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce, which under Rule X of 
the Rules of the House of Representatives 
has jurisdiction over public health, health, 
and health facilities, expressed jurisdictional 
and substantive objections to the section as 
ordered reported. 

As a result of the discussions between the 
two Committees, the Committees agreed to a 
modified version of section 304. The modified 
version assures the application of the stand
ards required by section 353(f) of the Nation's 
laboratories, including Veterans labora
tories. It also recognizes the desirability of 
vesting the Secretary of Veterans' Affairs 
with authority for applying those require
ments to Veterans laboratories by requiring 
the Secretary to prescribe regulations in ac
cordance with the requirements of section 
353(f) and to establish appropriate compli
ance measures. 

The Committees have agreed that this 
modified version will be included as an 
amendment to the bill as ordered reported in 
a vehicle to be considered under suspension 
of the House rules. In light of the commit
tees' ability to work together in fashioning 
this revised language, the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce agrees not to seek a se
quential referral of the bill. 

I understand that you have agreed to in
clude this letter reflecting the substance of 

our agreement in the report to accompany 
H.R. 2380. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN D. DINGELL, 

Chairman. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS, 
Washington, DC, June 24, 1991. 

Hon. JOHN DINGELL, 
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce, 

U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter on June 24, 1991, regarding H.R. 2280. 
Your letter accurately reflects our discus
sions and agreement of the past week. 

I will be happy to include your letter in 
the report to accompany H.R. 2280. 

Sincerely, 
G.V. (SONNY) MONTGOMERY, 

Chairman. 

In 1988 Congress chose to apply the re
quirements of CLIA to all the Nation's clinical 
laboratories. As implementation of the law has 
proceeded, some have expressed concern 
about the need to establish an appropriate 
role for the Secretary of Veterans Affairs in 
carrying out those requirements. The new sec
tion 304 reaffirms the application of the re
quirements of CLIA to all clinical laboratories, 
including Department of Veterans Affairs lab
oratories. However, it recognizes the desirabil
ity of vesting in the Veterans Secretary the re
quirement of prescribing regulations to carry 
out those requirements. Such regulations, the 
revised section specifically states, must be in 
·accordance with the requirements of section 
353(f) of the Public Health Service Act. Finally, 
the revised section directs the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to establish appropriate en
forcement measures to assure compliance 
with the requirements of CLIA. 

Again, I thank the chairman and look for
ward to working with him in future. 

Mr. JONTZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 2280 and specifically its provi
sions addressing post/traumatic stress dis
order treatment. 

PTSD still affects an estimated 15 percent 
of Vietnam veterans, as well as a significant 
number of veterans of other conflicts, too. Nu
merous studies have shown that PTSD is di
rectly related to a veteran's exposure to com
bat, and not the result of any preexisting con
dition that may make a veteran more suscep
tible to the disorder. The failure of the VA to 
address PTSD treatment reflects our society's 
general stigma with mental health problems. 
We would never ignore a veteran who re
turned from combat with a physical problem 
such as a lost limb. PTSD is a similar, com
bat-related injury. Unfortunately, many veter
ans with PTSD still find themselves ignored. 

The VA's existing programs are far from 
adequate to meet the need which exists for 
treatment of PTSD. With more than 479,000 
Vietnam veterans suffering from the disorder, 
the VA's PTSD service delivery system con
sists of 22 inpatient units, 43 clinical teams, 
and a network of 195 Vet Centers which pro
vide outreach and counseling services. Wait
ing lines at some inpatient units exceed 1 
year, and veterans often have to travel hun
dreds of miles to receive treatment. 

H.R. 2280 would expand the existing serv
ice delivery system for PTSD by adding at 
least 1 0 clinical teams, 5 inpatient units, and 

5 PTSD-substance abuse units. These provi
sions are consistent with the recommenda
tions of the Chief Medical Director's Special 
Committee on PTSD, which has been calling 
for the expansion of PTSD treatment pro
grams for the past 7 years. Regrettably, the 
recommendations have been consistently ig
nored by the VA in its budget request to the 
Congress. 

If the provisions included in H.R. 2280 are 
enacted into law and the $7.5 million in the fis
cal year 1992 VA Appropriations bill passed 
by the House earlier this month is retained, 
these actions would amount to a 27 percent 
increase in current funding for PTSD treatment 
programs. But much more needs to be done. 

The legislation I introduced earlier this year, 
H.R. 841, contains a blueprint for expansion of 
PTSD programs over the next 4 years. The bill 
we are considering today includes virtually 
identical program expansions as H.R. 841 for 
fiscal year 1992, but it does not go beyond the 
next fiscal year. While thankful for the im
provements in PTSD treatment which are in
cluded in this legislation, I am nonetheless 
concerned that the Congress continue to pro
vide guidance and resources until all the 
needs of veterans who need care for PTSD 
are met. 

Before I yield back my time, I want to also 
express my concern that the legislation we are 
considering today does not contain any pro
posed expansion of the Vet Center Program, 
which I believe to be worthwhile. Vet Centers 
are cost-effective and have many outreach ca
pabilities that hospital-based care units don't, 
and cities as large as Toledo, OH, and Nash
ville, TN, are not yet provided services by 
these centers. I'm hopeful that the Vet Center 
issue can be addressed in an appropriate 
forum at a later date. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues support 
for H.R. 2280, which is a great step forward 
for veterans awaiting treatment for PTSD. 
Thank you and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
rise in support of H.R. 2280, Veterans Health 
Care and Research Amendments of 1991. 

I would like to commend the chairman of the 
Veterans' Committee, the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY] for introducing this 
important measure, and the ranking minority 
member, the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
STUMP] for his unceasing efforts on behalf of 
our Nation's veterans. 

H.R. 2280 authorizes treatment of veterans 
who have a permanent service-connected total 
disability on a fee basis or by contract with a 
hospital. This important legislation also author
izes outpatient dental treatment to veterans re
ceiving Department of Veterans Affairs treat
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, 30 to 40 percent of our Na
tion's homeless are veterans. H.R. 2280 takes 
the necessary steps needed to help our Na
tion's homeless veterans by authorizing $3.3 
million in fiscal year 1992 and such sums in 
subsequent years to expand the outreach and 
community-based residential care for home
less, chronically mentally ill veterans, as well 
as authorizing $300,000 in fiscal year 1992 
and such sums in subsequent years for the 
establishment of a pilot program to assist 
homeless veterans. 
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Many of our Nation's veterans suffer daily 

from recurring nightmares of their days in 
combat. H. R. 2280 establishes at least 5 new 
posttraumatic stress disorder [PTSD] units and 
at least 1 0 PTSD clinical treatment teams. Ad
ditionally, the Chief Medical Director's Special 
Committee on PTSD will develop a plan for 
providing services for those suffering from 
PTSD. 

This important measure also includes the 
establishment of a Medical Research Pilot 
Program. This program will be jointly funded 
by VA and a medical school or other public or 
nonprofit institution. The pilot program will 
focus on clinical care at VA facilities for mental 
illness, alcohol and substance abuse, or neu
rological, psychiatric, and geriatric rehabilita
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, our support of this measure 
confirms the support in Congress for our vet
erans through making important changes in 
the veterans health care system to meet our 
Nation's veterans needs. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I support H.R. 
2280, and urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of it. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
MONTGOMERY] that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2280, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended, and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PANAMA CANAL COMMISSION AU
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 1992 
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 1775) to authorize expenditures 
for fiscal year 1992 for the operation 
and maintenance of the Panama Canal, 
as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R.1775 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Panama 
Canal Commission Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1992". 
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF EXPENDITURES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsection (b), 
the Panama Canal Commission is authorized 
to make such expenditures within the limits 
of funds and borrowing authority available 
to it in accordance with law, and to make 
such contracts and commitments, without 
regard to fiscal year limitations, as may be 
necessary under the Panama Canal Act of 
1979 (22 U.S.C. 3601 et seq.) for the operation, 
maintenance, and improvement of the Pan
ama Canal for fiscal year 1992. 

(b) LIMITATION ON RECEPTION AND REP
RESENTATION EXPENSES.-Of amounts avail-

able to the Panama Canal Commission for 
fiscal year 1992, not more than $52,000 may be 
used for official reception and representation 
expenses, of which-

(1) not more than $12,000 may be used for 
expenses of the Supervisory Board of the 
Commission; 

(2) not more than $6,000 may be used for ex
penses of the Secretary of the Commission; 
and 

(3) not more than $34,000 for fiscal year 1992 
may be used for expenses of the Adminis
trator of the Commission. 

(c) PURCHASE OF PASSENGER MOTOR VEHI
CLES.-Funds available to the Panama Canal 
Commission for fiscal year 1992 may be used 
for the purchase of passenger motor vehicles 
(including large heavy-duty vehicles) used to 
transport personnel of the Commission 
across the Isthmus of Panama. Such vehicles 
may be purchased without regard to price 
limitations prescribed by law or regulation. 
SEC. 3. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

(a) PAY !NCREASES.-Notwithstanding sec
tion 1341 of title 31, United States Code, 
funds available for use by the Pamana Canal 
Commission for fiscal year 1992 may be obli
gated to the extent necessary to permit pay
ment of such pay increases for officers or 
employees as may be authorized by adminis
trative action pursuant to law which are not 
in excess of statutory increases granted for 
the same period in corresponding rates of 
compensation for other employees of the 
United States in comparable positions. 

(b) EXPENSES IN ACCORDANCE WITH LAW.
Expenditures authorized under this Act may 
be made only in accordance with the Panama 
Canal Treaties of 1977 and any law of the 
United States implementing those treaties. 
SEC. 4. EXECUTIVE PAY SCHEDULE: ADMINIS-

TRATOR. 
(a) Section 5315 of title 5, United States 

Code, is amended by inserting at the end 
"Administrator of the Panama Canal Com
mission,". 

(b) Section 5316 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking "Administrator 
of the Panama Canal Commission.". 
SEC. 5. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act is effective on October 1, 1991. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN]. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, on March 19, 1991, the 
Coast Guard and Navigation Sub
committee held its first hearing of the 
102d Congress under its new oversight 
authority over the Panama Canal Com
mission. This responsibility, previously 
held by the Panama Canal Subcommit
tee, has this year been incorporated 
into our current agenda. The members 
of the subcommittee are honored tore
ceive this additional oversight and are 
pleased to present the Panama Canal 
Commission Authorization Act for Fis
cal Year 1992. 

Mr. Speaker, as you know, funding 
for the canal's operation is derived 
fully from its tolls and other revenues. 
However, the Commission is still sub
ject to oversight and authorization by 
the U.S. Congress. 

H.R. 1775 authorizes the Panama 
Canal Commission to spend from its 
tolls and revenues that amount nec
essary to fund the continued operation 
of the canal and authorizes the Com
mission to continue its capital im
provement projects. Although the Com
mission has never had to resort to bor
rowing funds for operations, this bill 
grants the Commission the necessary 
emergency borrowing authority. 

H.R. 1775 was amended in subcommit
tee markup to raise the pay of the 
canal Administrator to equal that of 
similar Government jobs with com
parable responsibilities. This pay in
crease has been judged by the chairman 
of the Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee, the Honorable BILL CLAY, 
as noncontroversial and well justified. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1775 has the lim
ited scope and purpose of continuing 
the operation and improvement of the 
Panama Canal. The uninterrupted op
eration of the Panama Canal over the 
past 75 years is due to the hard work 
and dedication of this international 
work force. Its current success is a 
credit to the persistence of the Panama 
Canal Commission under the direction 
of Administrator Gilberta Guardia and 
the good people of Panama. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say that it is an 
honor again to chair the subcommittee 
with oversight of the Panama Canal. It 
is equally an honor to share this re
sponsibility again with my colleague 
JACK FIELDS. JACK and I made great 
strides in our previous tenure as sub
committee chair and ranking minority 
member of the Panama Canal/Outer 
Continental Shelf Subcommittee and, 
as we have shown with this authoriza
tion, we can and will continue to work 
together in a bipartisan manner. 

I look forward to working with Mr. 
FIELDS and the subcommittee members 
to assist in the efforts of the Canal 
Commission to insure the safety and 
well-being of the region for the benefit 
of the international maritime commu
nity. 

I urge your support and ask for the 
adoption of H.R. 1775, the Panama 
Canal Commission Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 1992. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, I am speaking both for my
self and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FIELDS] who is the ranking minority 
member of the Subcommittee on Coast 
Guard and Navigation, under whose ju
risdiction falls the Panama Canal. 

As a cosponsor of H.R. 1775, Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of this 
legislation which will authorize the ex
penditure of funds by the Panama 
Canal Commission [PCC]. 

Mr. Speaker, the Panama Canal Com
mission is a unique Federal agency. It 
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operates entirely on those moneys it 
raises from the users of the canal and 
it is charged by U.S. law with the re
sponsibility of operating on a break 
even basis. In fact, if the Commission 
miscalculates in its assessment of fu
ture revenues then any profit that it 
may generate does not go to the U.S. 
Treasury but to the Government of 
Panama. 

H.R. 1775 is a simple, straightforward 
1-year authorization which does not 
make any permanent changes in law. It 
does not propose any contingency or 
profit payments to the Republic of 
Panama and, most importantly, like 
previous authorizations, it does not in
clude any United States taxpayer 
money. All revenues raised by the 
Commission are the direct result of 
tolls or other charges levied on those 
who transit the Panama Canal. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the seventh PCC 
budget that I have reviewed and the 
11th for the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FIELDS] and it is my firm belief that 
the Panama Canal Commission has 
once again accurately projected their 
financial needs for the upcoming fiscal 
year. 

In addition, this is the fourth such 
authorization request since Congress 
changed the Commission's financial 
structure from an appropriated fund to 
a revolving fund agency. 

It is clear that this change has been 
a tremendous success and that it has 
allowed the Commission to respond 
more effectively to changing shipping 
patterns such as those caused by the 
recent Middle East turmoil. 

While canal traffic levels have de
clined somewhat since the end of the 
Persian Gulf conflict, the Commission 
did a great job, throughout the crisis, 
of handling the increased number of 
transits and it ensured that oceangoing 
cargo moved through the Panama 
Canal in a most expeditious manner. 

Mr. Speaker, for their tireless efforts, 
I would like to compliment the multi
national work force of the Panama 
Canal Commission and, in particular, 
publicly acknowledge the outstanding 
leadership of Mr. Gilberto Guardia and 
Mr. Ray Laverty. Mr. Guardia became 
the first Panamanian national to serve 
as Administrator and Mr. Laverty be
came the first Deputy Administrator 
on September 20, 1990, and both have 
done a superb job. 

Finally, it is my hope that we will 
soon bring to the House of Representa
tives, an additional bill to further 
streamline the financial management 
of the Panama Canal Commission 
which will provide that agency with 
greater financial flexibility to respond 
to unpredictable events, such as land
slides, major marine accidents, and fu
ture international conflicts. 

Mr. Speaker, I compliment my dis
tinguished subcommittee chairman, 
BILLY TAUZIN, for his outstanding lead
ership in moving this legislation for-

ward. This is a noncontroversial au
thorization bill which every member 
can support for it recognizes our na
tion's responsibility to ensure the safe 
and efficient operation of the Panama 
Canal. 

I urge an "aye" vote on H.R. 1775. 

0 2050 
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
First, I would like to thank the gen

tlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. BENT
LEY] for her comments and for standing 
in for the ranking minority member, 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FIELDS], tonight. I wish she would ex
tend to him my heartfelt thanks for his 
work on this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as she 
may consume to the gentlewoman from 
Hawaii [Mrs. MINK]. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ask 
Chairman TAUZIN to participate in a 
brief colloquy to clarify aspects of the 
Panama Canal Commission's vessel 
damage claims procedure. 

I have recently been contacted by a 
cooperative of Hawaiian sugar produc
ers which operates in the sugar trans
port trade between Hawaii and the con
tinental United States. 

On April 21, 1988, one of the vessels 
owned by the cooperative, a Hawaiian 
transportation company, was involved 
in an accident while being piloted 
through the canal by the Canal Com
mission's pilot. 

The accident caused extensive dam
age to the vessel. The local board of in
spectors determined that the accident 
was due to error by the pilot, and the 
Commission has accepted liability for 
the damage. 

The Hawaiian transportation com
pany has brought to my attention its 
concern about the delay in processing 
the claim, and I request, Mr. Chairman, 
some explanation of that process. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
commend the gentlelady for her con
cern and would be pleased to clarify 
and explain the process which was es
tablished with the passage of the Pan
ama Canal Act of 1979 and enhanced 
and further developed in the 100th Con
gress while I served as chairman of the 
Panama Canal Subcommittee. 

The Panama Canal Act of 1979 pro
vides for the settlement and payment 
of claims for damages to vessels 
transiting the Panama Canal due to 
any error of Commission employees. 

Because vessels transiting the canal 
are under the full control of a canal 
employee, the Commission is duly held 
responsible for accidents resulting 
from Canal Commission pilot error. 

Claims resulting from damages that 
occur to vessels inside the canal locks 
due to Commission employee error 
may be adjusted and paid by the Pan
ama Canal Commission and if the 
claimant is not satisfied with the pay
ment, he may sue in the U.S. district 
court. 

Consideration by the Commission of 
any claim must be prompt and within a 
reasonable amount of time. 

All vessel damage claims must be 
filed with the Commission within 2 
years following the accident. 

Prior to the Panama Canal Act 
Amendments of 1985, all claims in ex
cess of $120,000 had to be referred to 
Congress for consideration, however, 
the act of 1979 included no instructions 
for congressional consideration and the 
process became very time consuming 
and confusing. The Panama Canal 
Amendments of 1985 removed the 
$120,000 maximum and made all claims 
subject to Commission consideration 
and granted all certified claimants the 
right to protest an award amount in 
court. 

The Panama Canal Act Amendment 
of 1985 requires that all claims must be 
based upon proven fault. 

I will add that neither the Commis
sion nor Congress ever has denied that 
accidents due to pilot or other Com
mission employee error are the Com
mission's responsibility. I have found 
no deliberate attempts by the Commis
sion to delay a claim or go beyond its 
congressional mandate. 

As to the accident and claim which 
the gentlelady spoke of, I have talked 
to Panama Canal officials responsible 
for processing claims and they assure 
me that the matter is being handled as 
expeditiously as possible and in accord
ance with the law. I would add that the 
Panama Canal Commission has an en
viable record for prompt and fair adju
dication of vessel damage claims and I 
am confident they will continue to 
maintain that record. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAU
ZIN] for his clarification on the process 
and actions the Commission has taken 
in this particular case. Let me be per
fectly clear that my concern in this 
matter is that there has been consider
able delay in the handling of this 
claim. But I have been assured by the 
Commission and by the remarks of the 
gentleman this evening on this matter 
that the claim will go forward and 
there will be full and just consider
ation. 

I appreciate the confidence in the 
Commission's process on the part of 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
TAUZIN] and his assurance that this 
matter will be dealt with in an expedi
ent manner. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
again congratulate the gentlewoman 
from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] for her vigi
lance on behalf of her constituent, and 
assure not only the gentlewoman, but 
this Congress, that our oversight of the 
canal indeed requires us to continue to 
maintain that record of prompt settle
ment, and we will continue that vigi
lant effort. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle
woman again for her interest. 
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Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 

may consumer to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. FIELDS]. 

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to compliment the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] on the 
fine work he has done on this piece of 
legislation, and just say how important 
it is in terms of not only our country, 
but that of Panama. It is certainly in 
our country's best interests. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, while the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. FIELDS] is present in the 
body, I again want to congratulate him 
for the sterling work he has done on 
this bill and for the excellent coopera
tive relationship the ranking minority 
member has always maintained with 
this member and the committee, and 
thank all members for their help. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SAWYER). The question is on the mo
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 1775, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks, and include therein extraneous 
material, on H.R. 1775, as amended. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

REPORT ON U.S. GOVERNMENT AC
TIONS IN SUPPORT OF PEACE
FUL RESTORATION OF INDE
PENDENCE FOR BALTIC 
STATE8-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 102-106) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs and ordered to be 
printed. 

(For message, see proceedings of the 
Senate of today, Tuesday, June 25, 
1991.) 

OFFICE OF FEDERAL 
MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1991 

(Mr. PANETTA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. PANETTA. I rise today to intro
duce the Office of Federal Management 
Act of 1991. 

This Office would coordinate, audit, 
oversee, and improve management 
practices within the Federal Govern
ment. There has literally been a break
down in effective management at the 
Federal level, the S&L debacle, the 
HUD scandal, the mismanagement at 
Medicare, the examples go on every 
day. 

There is a clear and growing frustra
tion among the American people that 
Government has lost its ability to ef
fectively manage itself. While the pub
lic largely accepts the need for Govern
ment to play a vital role in a demo
cratic society, they do not and should 
not support Government that is bloat
ed, poorly organized, or incompetent. 

The fact is that the United States 
needs a competent government. Inef
fective management is extremely cost
ly to the taxpayers. Moreover, nations 
with competently managed govern
mental sectors supporting innovative 
private sectors will outperform and 
outcompete nations whose govern
mental sectors are ineffective and 
poorly managed. Today there is a sense 
that no one is really managing the 
basic government apparatus in a coher
ent manner or in a discernible direc
tion. In addition, although complete 
breakdowns are few in number, when 
they do occur they tend to be dramatic 
and expensive. Surely, the savings and 
loan debacle and the HUD scandal are 
instances where inadequate manage
ment, organization, and oversight con
tributed to the costly impact upon our 
political system. And even when 
warnings of problems have been given, 
the response has generally been to im
pose additional financial control mech
anisms-after-the-fact-management
rather than to invest in better manage
ment systems, practices, and person
nel-prospective management. For 
present purposes, I have listed several 
areas where the absence of adequate 
management capacity has been par
ticularly costly to our Nation. 

Savings and loan debacle; 
HUD scandal; 
Emerging financial concerns about 

the safety and soundness of govern
ment-sponsored enterprises, for exam
ple, "Fannie Mae," and the adequacy of 
regulation; 

Ongoing problems related to the pro
curement process in the Department of 
Defense and the civilian agencies; 

Nuclear weapons complex deteriora
tion; 

Inadequacy of comprehensive inter
modal transportation planning at the 
national, State, and local levels; 

Management problems associated 
with the Federal Aviation Administra
tion; 

Inadequacy of U.S. basic research and 
development programs, 

Inability of Government to compete 
for its fair share of managerial talent 
because of restrictive salary policies; 

Growing disparity between demands 
placed upon incarceration systems and 
available resources; 

Growing dependence upon third par
ties to perform fundamental govern
mental functions without administra
tive supervision; 

Growing dependence upon third par
ties to perform fundamental govern
mental functions without administra
tive supervision; 

Proliferation of quasigovernmental 
institutions designed to avoid account
ability to executive branch central 
managerial agencies and in some in
stances accountability to Congress; 

The excessive administrative over
head charges in university research 
grants and the administration of the 
Superfund by the EPA; and 

The vulnerability of the enormous 
Medicare Program to iarge losses to 
the taxpayer through mismanagement, 
waste, and abuse. 

For the most part, both successes and 
failures in the management of agencies 
and programs are not readily observ
able to the public or even interested 
legislators. Successes are taken for 
granted and failures are not high
lighted unless the situation results in a 
scandal or in large financial costs. 
America does not often place a high 
premium on effective public sector 
services or performance. Thus, long
term investments in improving the ca
pacity of agencies to perform their 
statutory functions is rarely a stated 
goal of Congress. 

Although the President is generally 
charged with management responsibil
ity for the executive branch, recent 
Presidents have not exhibited much in
terest or commitment to this respon
sibility. Lack of concern by Congress 
and the President in management of 
complex social programs and agency 
performance in the past has often been 
compensated for by the activities of 
central management agencies, prin
cipally the Bureau of the Budget and 
more recently the Office of Manage
ment and Budget. To many observers, 
however, the Office of Management and 
Budget has devoted its principal 
strength and attention to current 
budget issues with the result being lit
tle central direction or support to the 
management executives in the execu
tive branch. 

The truth is that budget priorities 
will always tend to displace manage
ment priorities. For one thing, their 
timetables are at odds. Budgetary 
timetables of necessity tend to be 
rigid, short term, and almost exclu
sively bottom-line oriented. Manage
ment priorities, on the other hand, 
tend to be flexible, long term, with suc
cess generally measured in non
financial terms. Both budget and man
agement functions have suffered from 
this forced marriage. 
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The bill I am introducing today pro

poses a solution to the organizational 
deficiencies documented by numerous 
congressional, General Accounting Of
fice, and private research studies. This 
bill would split organizationally the 
budget and management functions be
tween two equal agencies in the Execu
tive Office of the President; an Office 
of Federal Budget [OFB] and an Office 
of Federal Management [OFM]. The Di
rectors of these two Offices would be 
principal advisers to the President at 
Cabinet rank. The intent is to assist 
both the President and Congress to bet
ter perform their respective respon
sibilities by recognizing the fundamen
tal distinctions that exist between the 
budgetary and management functions 
of government. Ultimately, the objec
tive of this bill is to improve the ca
pacity of our Government to serve our 
domestic needs more effectively. 

Stated differently, it serves the in
terests of Congress well to recognize 
that management functions and budget 
functions are best implemented when 
performed by separate agencies. The 
Director of OMB is frequently criti
cized by Congress for not spending suf
ficient time and resources on manage
ment issues. On the other hand, the 
time he does spend on these issues is 
time away from meeting his budgetary 
responsibilities. As chairman of the 
Budget Committee, I can assure the 
Members of this body that the develop
ment and implementation of the an
nual budget is a full-time responsibil
ity and the Director should spend his 
full time at this task. 

The Director of the Office of Federal 
Management would be assigned by law 
responsibility to ensure that the ge
neric management laws, for example, 
Government Corporation Control Act, 
are implemented throughout the Gov
ernment and to ensure that the several 
elements, for example, financial man
agement systems, procurement policy, 
of the President's management respon
sibilities are fully overseen by com
petent managers with governmentwide 
perspective. 

There is no more complex organiza
tion than the Federal Government. Its 
responsibilities are enormous and the 
demands it faces insatiable. It is fash
ionable today, even among those who 
consider themselves scholars of the 
Presidency, to say that the Govern
ment is essentially unmanageable and 
that the President should stay clear of 
management problems as much as pos
sible. This argument is false. Presi
dents do not really have a choice. They 
are "hired" by the people of the United 
States to manage the Government and 
should be judged politically in large 
measure on how well they have met 
this stewardship responsibility. 

The Congress, as a coequal branch, 
also has responsibilities and deserves 
to be judged on how well it is meeting 
its responsibilities. Many persons who 

suggest that the President is well ad
vised not to become too involved in do
mestic management-because it is not 
politically lucrative-also criticize 
Congress for micromanaging the execu
tive branch. As recent Presidents have 
retreated from their managerial re
sponsibilities, Congress has tended to 
fill the resultant void by passing laws 
with extraordinarily detailed regula
tions and requirements. Many of these 
laws are passed without the question 
ever being raised: "Is this law admin
istrable?" Certainly, much of the cur
rent financial institutions crisis can be 
laid to both OMB-which never in
volved itself seriously on the organiza
tional and management issues-and the 
Congress-which did involve itself but 
in an inconsistent manner-which 
passed arguably the longest and most 
detailed bill in American history-the 
Financial Institutions Reform, Recov
ery, and Enforcement Act of 1989. 

A separate Office of Federal Manage
ment would be charged by both the 
President and the Congress with de
signing the organization and manage
ment systems most likely to manage 
properly such complex problems areas 
as our current financial institutions 
crisis. Both the President and Congress 
would certainly have their inputs and 
final say, but the original proposal 
would be reasonably sound in manage
ment terms. 

There are some lessons to be learned 
from the history of OMB. The decline 
in OMB's capacity to manage the exec
utive branch has been a 20-year proc
ess. Ironically, the decline of manage
ment oversight within the executive 
branch began at the very moment that 
management received its symbolic 
equality with the budget responsibil
ities of the President. In 1970, the Bu
reau of the Budget became the Office of 
Management and Budget, a name 
change designed to reflect a new and 
enhanced commitment to managing 
the executive branch. 

Prior to 1970, the top leadership of 
the Bureau of the Budget had been 
largely drawn from the career civil 
service, a cadre that took "neutral 
competence" seriously as its ideal. The 
objective of the agency had been to 
protect the institutional interests of 
the Presidency, not the immediate po
litical interests of the incumbent 
President. The latter was the respon
sibility of the White House staff. 

This ideal was gradually displaced in 
the 1970's and 1980's by the introduction 
of numerous noncareer management 
positions in OMB occupied by short
term appointees with a politically mo
tivated agenda. The political agenda 
included deliberate disinvestment in 
management functions not only at the 
OMB level but at the departmental and 
agency level as well. Management be
came increasingly defined in "control" 
terms rather than as "capacity build
ing." These trends had consequences, 

consequences graphically evident to 
the Senate Banking Committee's Sub
committee charged with investigating 
the HUD scandal and recommending 
solutions. The subcommittee report 
stated: 

Given the mismanagement and abuse of 
certain HUD programs during the 1980s, it is 
important to inquire why OMB oversight of 
HUD management failed to uncover or pre
vent it. The answer has been evident since 
OMB's creation in 1970. OMB's management 
efforts have been largely unable to compete 
for resources or attention with the high-pri
ority budget process, and have therefore 
been minimal. Even when certain manage
ment oversight strategies have received at
tention and resources from OMB, their ef
fects have been adversely influenced by the 
short-term budget mindset and highly politi
cized nature of that organization. (U.S. Con
gress, Senate, Committee on Banking, Hous
ing and Urban Affairs, HUD/HOD Rehab In
vestigation Subcommittee, Final Report and 
Recommendations, Com. print 123, 1990, p. 
194.) 

The weakness of OMB as a central 
management agent was well docu
mented prior to the emergence of the 
HUD problems. As early as 1983, the 
National Academy of Public Adminis
tration issued a scathing commentary 
on the declining capacity of OMB to 
perform its functions. The commentary 
stated: 

In its earlier years, agencies came to rely 
on BOB/OMB as a key source of government
wide intitiatives for keeping Federal man
agement modern and up-to-date. In recent 
years, however there has been a growing con
cern that, even while OMB continues to be 
capable of occasional excellent performance, 
it has irretrievably lost its overall effective
ness as government-wide leader in manage
ment matters. (National Academy of Public 
Administration, Revitalizing Federal Man
agement: Managers and Their Overburdened 
Systems, 1983, p. 11.) 

Critical assessments of OMB's man
agement role and philosophy have be
come almost regular in their appear
ance. It is difficult for a congressional 
committee to study a management 
problem and not conclude that OMB 
has been unduly preoccupied with im
mediate budgetary requirements. 

In 1986, Senator William Roth, then 
chairman of the Senate Governmental 
Affairs Committee, introduced and 
held hearings on a bill which would 
have, among other things, created a 
separate Office of Federal Management 
within the executive branch. The com
mittee offered the following conclu
sion: 

The development of managerial resources 
at the agency level through the annual re
view process has, often as not, been over
taken by OMB's urge to micro-manage agen
cy initiatives. Little attention has been ac
corded human resource management, for ex
ample, except in the context of agency 
outbacks and reductions in force . So long as 
OMB's predominant motivation is to achieve 
'scorable savings' in the budget process, how
ever, it seems likely that the exercise of 
central administrative controls-regula
tions, directives, and reporting require
ments-will befar more compelling than the 
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development of managerial capacity. (U.S. 
Congress, Senate, Committee on Govern
mental Affairs, Federal Management Reor
ganization, Cost Control, and Loan Account
ing Reform, Hearing 879, 1986.) 

The General Accounting Office has 
issued numerous reports highly critical 
of executive branch management phi
losophy and activities. In 1989, the 
Comptroller General issued an exten
sive report detailing the eroding capac
ity of OMB to perform its management 
mission. In part it read: 

OMB's 378 professional staff play a key role 
in assisting the President oversee the activi
ties of the government's 5 million employees 
and over $1 trillion budget. OMB's institu
tional culture has been dominated by its 
budget responsibilities, which consume most 
of its resources and top management atten
tion. Currently, about 230 of OMB's profes
sional staff compile, examine, and produce 
the Federal budget (leaving about 148 profes
sional staff to perform the management re
sponsibilities of the Office). 

OMB's preoccupation with the budget has 
been growing. It is increasingly involved in 
Congressional budget deliberations and is 
under constant pressure to meet deficit re
duction mandates. However, while OMB's 
budget workload has intensified and Federal 
management has become more challenging, 
OMB is about 15 percent smaller now than it 
was in 1970. 

In the management area, resources devoted 
to management divisions have been cut al
most in half during the last several years. 
Moreover, OMB's management improvement 
efforts have been affected over the years by 
continually changing initiatives and ap
proaches. (U.S. Comptroller General, Manag
ing the Government: Revised Approach 
Could Improve OMB's Effectiveness (GAO 
Management Review), GAO/GGD--89--65, 1989, 
p. 2.) 

The National Academy of Public Ad
ministration, reviewing the years after 
its 1983 report, concluded in its 1989 re
port to President-elect George Bush, 
that the situation had become even 
more threatening than was the case 
when it issued its earlier report. The 
Academy called for the establishment 
of a separate Office of Federal Manage
ment as the first step toward rebuild
ing the President's capacity to manage 
the domestic side of the executive 
branch. The Academy stated: 

OFM's role should be to facilitate; to insti
gate, promote, and assist; and not primarily 
to regulate, control, or audit. The Federal 
Government has more than enough auditJ 
regulatory mechanisms and overseers. What 
it suffers from is not the lack of ability to 
evaluate itself; it suffers from an inability to 
take action and to implement change. It has 
all too few agents that can create sustained 
and coherent action, and therefore the OFM 
role in designing and directing action is too 
precious to be allowed to dissipate into that 
of another regulator or 'watchdog.' A serious 
failure of the central agencies in recent 
years has been that, in their preoccupation 
with their regulations, they have been a 
force for rigidity, entrenchment, and stul
tification, instead of loosening up the sys
tem, dislodging entrenched interests, pro
moting innovation, and creating the capac
ity and the will to experiment. (National 
Academy of Public Administration, Standing 
Panel on Executive Organization and Man-

agement, Strengthening Presidential Lead
ership by Establishing an Office of Federal 
Management, 1988, p. 11.) 

In late 1990, the Senate Govern
mental Affairs Committee held hear
ings on the state of OMB's manage
ment response to various continuing 
problems. Witnesses tended to be quite 
critical. At one point, Dwight Ink, the 
official at the old Bureau of the Budget 
who in 1970 had been responsible for 
drafting reorganization plan No. 2, 
which established the Office of Man
agement and Budget and for defending 
the proposal to a skeptical Congress, 
recanted his earlier support for linking 
the budget and management respon
sibilities in one agency. He said that 
the experiment has been a failure and 
that the linkage is detrimental to man
agement. 

Experience has shown that a high level of 
integration of management and budget in 
OMB leads to heavy domination by the budg
et process and the rapid erosion in its man
agement role. I found time-after-time that 
the effectiveness of my management staff in 
OMB was in direct proportion to the extent 
to which we could distance ourselves from 
control of the budget process. (Statement of 
Dwight Ink before the U.S. Senate, Commit
tee on Governmental Affairs, OMB: Response 
to Government Management Failures, Hear
ings 1152, 1991.) 

The most systematic indictment of 
management failure is to be found, 
however, in the 1990 Senate Banking 
Subcommittee Hearings and Report on 
the HUD scandal. The report is thor
ough and spreads the blame widely. 
While much of the report deals with 
the internal mismanagement of HUD, 
the strongest critic ism are assigned to 
OMB's inability to oversee and detect 
HUD's managerial problems in ad
vance. The report pointed out: 

By all accounts, OMB's specific oversight 
of HUD programs during the past decade con
sisted of five budget examiners developing 
HUD's budget, and, in their spare time, re
viewing HUD programs. Not surprisingly, 
those examiners spent almost all their time 
reviewing very general aggregate program 
data and addressing major budget policy is
sues. They claim they had no knowledge that 
HUD projects were being improperly awarded 
by officials in the Pierce administration-a 
fact which is not surprising given that the 
average examiner spends only two days per 
year in the field reviewing how the particu
lar programs under his or her jurisdiction 
are administered. (HUD/MOD Report, p. 194-
5). 

This Senate Banking Subcommittee 
report concluded, as have many others, 
that the situation at OMB cannot be 
remedied within the existing structure 
of the organization. The subcommittee 
recommended, therefore, that "OMB 
should be split into an Office of Budget 
and a separate Office of Management." 

As recently as June 20, the Congres
sional Budget Office cited the failure of 
regulators to close thrift institutions 
when they first went broke. Over the 
past 10 years the cost to the Federal 
Government was $66 billion more than 
it should have been. Regulatory for-

bearance permitted the thrift industry 
to continue to waste money. 

The current leadership of OMB itself 
recognizes the weaknesses of its overall 
management record. As the recently 
resigned Deputy Director of OMB, Wil
liam Diefenderfer, described the "big 
picture" management view of OMB, it 
was "moribund, we had one person 
looking at the management side for all 
government." (HUD/MOD; Hearings 
vol. n, p. 129.) 

What OMB officials do argue, 
through the testimony of Director 
Richard Darman and others, is that 
they are aware of the problem and are 
doing something to correct it. They 
argue that management must be linked 
to the budget process if it is to have 
any clout. They also argue that budget 
and management examiners should 
work together and that general man
agement problems are best handled 
within the context of the budget proc
ess. 

Is OMB taking its management over
sight responsibilities more seriously as 
a result of the HUD scandals? The an
swer is "Yes." They supported a con
gressionally inspired Chief Financial 
Officers Act of 1990--Public Law 101-
57~one provision of which creates a 
new Deputy Director for Management. 
This second Deputy, in Director 
Darman's view, symbolizes the renewed 
commitment of OMB to management. 
Although as of June 25, 1991, the Presi
dent has yet to submit a nomination 
for this Deputy Director position. 
Skeptics, however, question the scope 
and duration of this commitment. 
They see the approach as not being 
substantially different from the ap
proach of the last 20 years. Reliance 
will continue to be placed on financial 
management control mechanisms rath
er than on building management capac
ity both within OMB and the various 
departments and agencies. 

The management side of OMB has re
quested and received approximately 40 
new positions. The majority of these 
new hires will be assigned financial 
management responsibilities. In former 
Deputy Director Diefenderfer's plan, 
"the management component of OMB 
will continue to work on cross-cutting 
issues, but the assignment of manage
ment examiners for specific agencies 
should, working with budget examin
ers, provide the needed help in conduct
ing Federal management oversight." 
These new management examiners are 
to become agency oriented, like their 
budget examiner counterparts. The ob
jective is to make them specialists, not 
generalists, and tie the budget review 
process even more closely to the man
agement concerns. 

The philosophy of the management 
side of OMB remains oriented toward 
control and investigation, not in
creased capacity. The emphasis contin
ues to be problem specific. Indeed, the 
major new management initiative has 
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been to list 114 high-risk programs and 
to assign their modest resources to
ward reducing this number. 

To build a competent government, 
the central management agency must 
have the philosophy, financial re
sources, personnel, and political sup
port to do its job in a professional man
ner. It requires a long-term commit
ment, one lasting over several Presi
dencies and one transcending partisan
ship and ideology. It must be oriented 
toward the future, not investigating 
and punishing the past. Rather than 
simply having better financial manage
ment systems to keep track of the Gov
ernment-sponsored enterprises, say, as 
they fall into the financial abyss, the 
central management agency should be 
designing organizations and manage
ment systems which will prevent, or at 
least discourage, the financial crises 
before the fact. 

What will be the source of clout in 
this new OFM, if created? The basic 
source for management authority and 
leverage is to be found in the adminis
tration of the approximately 150 or so 
generic management laws. Generic 
management laws are those cross-cut
ting laws regulating the activities, pro
cedures, and administration of all 
agencies of Government save those ex
empted by law. Examples of generic 
management laws include the Govern
ment Corporation Control Act, Paper
work Reduction Act, and the Freedom 
of Information Act. 

In addition to a substantial legal 
basis for the agency, the OFM would be 
a professional organization dedicated 
to building managerial capacity and 
accountability within the executive 
branch agencies themselves. The small 
size of OFM ensures that it will be con
cerned with cross-cutting issues and 
with the implementation of generic 
management laws rather than getting 
into the details of managing agenices 
themselves. 

It does not take great numbers of 
persons to be alert to the big manage
ment picture as long as they are the 
best and most experienced people avail
able and as long as they can be 
overseeing in the name of the Presi
dent. I am listing here the areas spe
cifically provided in the bill to be the 
responsibility of the new OFM. This 
means that the laws, regulations, and 
directives pertinent to these areas will 
become the responsibility of this new 
Office: Organizational design and plan
ning, central legislative review and ad
vice, regulatory review and clearance, 
procurement policy, human resources 
planning, financial management sys
tems, government corporations and en
terprises, real and personal property 
management, information and statis
tical policy, advisory committee man
agement, intergovernmental relations, 
program evaluation practices, produc
tivity enhancement, government cap
ital investment management, travel 

and transportation services, paperwork 
management and control, grants-in-aid 
management systems and techniques, 
Freedom of Information Act compli
ance, Privacy Act compliance, and 
printing, reproduction policies, and 
oversight. 

The key question raised by this legis
lation is whether this central manage
ment responsibility is best left im
mersed in the dual role of the Office of 
Management and Budget or whether it 
requires a specifically defined role. The 
clear experience of the last few years, 
including my own experience in budget 
issues, is that OMB will always be 
consumed by the budget. 

With an Office of Federal Manage
ment, Congress would know where re
sponsibility lies for addressing prob
lems currently dispersed among many 
agencies or, more likely, not covered 
at all. The irony is that good manage
ment is also good budgeting and even 
good politics. People expect the Presi
dent and the Congress to manage prop
erly their business. Good public sector 
management may not be politically at
tractive, but it is the fundamental 
building block for a competent Govern
ment and a competitive America. 

0 2100 

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON AMER
ICAN LABOR LAW AND COMPETI
TIVENESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDER
SON] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing legislation to establish a National 
Commission on American Labor Law and 
Competitiveness. 

The Nation's labor laws are rooted in the 
early 1900's, designed then to address the 
unique economic turmoil facing American busi
nesses and American workers. The laws were 
designed to carry the Nation through the Great 
Depression and into the unchartered economic 
expansion which followed. Successive laws 
have been piled on through the years, mostly 
in reaction to individual or industry specific 
problems. Today, the Nation faces economic 
challenges and competition from abroad not 
envisioned during the beginning of the cen
tury. It is important that the Nation begin now 
to structure a new era of labor law. 

The Commission established by the bill 
would examine the relationship between the 
Nation's labor laws and competitiveness in 
both foreign and domestic markets, and would 
make recommendations to enhance the 
growth and competitiveness of American busi
nesses, protect the rights and conditions of 
American workers, and improve the general 
welfare of the American public. 

THE COMMISSION 

The bipartisan Commission would be made 
up of 16 members, 8 to be selected by the 
Democratic leadership and in Congress, the 
other 8 to be selected by the President and 
Republican leaders in Congress. 

The Commission would conduct the first 
comprehensive review of the Nation's labor 
laws to determine whether and how they might 
be modified, expanded, deleted, or consoli
dated. The Commission would then focus on 
the relationship between the Nation's body of 
labor laws and the growth and competitive
ness of U.S. businesses. 

Based on its findings, the Commission 
would make recommendations to ensure that 
the Nation has an integrated policy which pro
motes the growth and competitiveness of busi
ness, addresses the current and future needs 
of American workers, and improves the gen
eral welfare of the American public. 

THE NEED FOR A COMMISSION 

Since the last comprehensive labor law re
view in 1959, the Nation has witnessed a pe
riod of remarkable social and economic 
change, both at home and abroad. Demo
graphic shifts have had, and will continue to 
have a significant impact on workers and busi
nesses. Much of the overall population has 
moved south and west, employment growth 
has moved from manufacturing to the service 
sector, and more women and minorities are 
entering the work force. 

The social and economic changes abroad 
have been even more dramatic. Many nations 
which were remote and impoverished before 
World War II have become dynamic economic 
competitors. These nations and others have 
overcome our previous competitive advan
tages. Changes in Europe will mean even 
more competition from abroad, as will multilat
eral and bilateral free trade agreements be
tween nations. 

In order to remain competitive into the fu
ture, the Nation must modernize its labor laws. 
According to the Department of Labor's report, 
"Work Force 2000: Work and Workers for the 
21st Century"; 

(M)ost of the policies that guide today's 
economy and labor markets were originally 
devised in the 1930's or 1960's in response to 
the conditions and problems of those dec
ades .... As times have changed, the rel
evance of these programs from earlier eras 
must increasingly be called into question. As 
change continues to unfold between now and 
the year 2000, many of the policies from past 
decades are likely to become irrelevant to 
the needs of the 1990's and beyond. 

There is a wide range of labor law in the 
United States, from laws governing labor-man
agement relations to laws protecting the civil 
rights of workers, ensuring workplace health 
and safety, establishing wages and benefits, 
and governing worker training and retraining. 
These myriad laws have been enacted over 
the course of more than 50 years, and in re
sponse to numerous different concerns and 
crises. 

THE FOCUS OF THE COMMISSION 

Throughout the next several weeks, I will be 
discussing the history of the Nation's major 
labor laws, and will outline the problems facing 
the Nation in carrying these laws into the next 
decade and beyond. It is my hope that a bi
partisan Commission would make rec
ommendations to improve labor laws in the 
following areas: 

LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS LAWS 

While no comprehensive changes have 
been made to the NLRA since 1959, major 
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labor-management disputes since that time 
have demonstrated both that the ability of the 
NLRB to respond, and the focus of the NLRA 
itself could be greatly improved. 

First, the commission should focus on im
proving the National Labor Relations Board 
process to eliminate delays. Because the cur
rent process often prevents timely NLRA inter
vention to resolve labor-management disputes, 
procedural, and structural improvements 
should be made in a manner that balances 
quicker resolution of cases with adequate due 
process protections. 

Second, the Commission should offer sug
gestions to improve the balance of the Na
tional Labor Relations Act [NLRA] between 
labor and management. In general, employers 
argue that the collective-bargaining process is 
too inflexible under present law, causing polar
ization in negotations. Employees argue that, 
while the law defines an employer's minimum 
legal responsibilities to his or her employees, 
it offers no guidance in promoting moral and 
social responsibilities. Changes to the NLRA 
reflecting new focuses in labor-management 
relations could emphasize the common ele
ments both parties share in maintaining pro
ductivity and improving competitiveness. 

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY LAWS 

Today, equal employment opportunity laws 
hinder American competitiveness, first, by pro
viding uncertainty to employers eager to avoid 
litigation; and second, by failing to adequately 
address the concerns of workers who are vic
tims of discrimination. 

First, the Commission should look for ways 
to eliminate duplication and inconsistency in 
equal employment opportunity laws. Employ
ers and employees both complain that each of 
the antidiscrimination laws is applied dif
ferently and entails different administrative fil
ing deadlines, statutes of limitations, and ad
ministrative and court-ordered remedial proce
dures. 

Second, the Commission should propose al
ternative dispute resolution methods that will 
adequately protect victims of discrimination 
while easing the increasing litigation in this 
area. 

HEALTH AND SAFETY LAWS 

Problems with health and safety laws are 
due, in part, to the fact that they were enacted 
as a result of individual accidents or events, in 
the case of the Mine Safety and Health Act 
[MSHA], or in response to the politics of the 
moment, in the case of Occupational Safety 
and Health Act [OSHA]. 

First, the Commission should suggest ways 
to eliminate duplication of OSHA and MSHA 
regulations, both between the two laws, and 
among other Federal laws. 

Second, the Commission should review the 
effectiveness of the current focus under both 
MSHA and OSHA on enforcement of laws 
over education efforts and conformance as
sistance. 

WAGE LAWS 

Maintaining the prevailing wage standards 
without review and improvement will continue 
the trend in Federal contracting of inefficient 
allocation of labor resources, increased costs, 
and reduced employment opportunity, espe
cially for semi-skilled and entry-level employ
ees. The evolution of other worker protection 

laws, and of a more flexible workplace over 
the last 50 years would make a review of pre
vailing wage laws appropriate today. 

First, the Commission should promote meth
ods to eliminate duplication and overlap 
among the many wage laws, including the 
Service Contract Act, Davis-Bacon Act, Walsh
Healy Act, and Fair Labor Standards Act 
[FLSA]. 

Second, the Commission should make sug
gestions as to how these wage laws can bet
ter reflect market wage rates over govern
ment-imposed wage rates and still protect 
workers' rights to fair labor rates. 

Third, the Commission should suggest an 
alternative to the current compliance mecha
nisms employers face in conforming with the 
overlapping and duplicative requirements es
tablished by the numerous wage laws. 

Fourth, the Commission should make rec
ommendations on ways to eliminate current 
barriers to apprenticeships, including the 
nonportability of my apprenticeship programs, 
and the limitations placed on apprenticeship 
programs on Federal projects. 

EMPLOYEE BENEFIT AND PENSION LAWS 

Improved competitiveness is reliant in large 
part on the degree to which a labor force is 
motivated and mobile. As industries change, 
often requiring workers to learn new skills, re
locate, and change jobs, all employees should 
have greater confidence that their needs will 
be met through benefit and pension plans. 

First, the Commission should make rec
ommendations for improving pension funding 
standards, which would give employees great
er assurance their retirement pensions will be 
secure when they are needed. 

Second, the Commission should propose a 
system to better protect workers' health and 
benefit plans in a comprehensive way, making 
benefit guarantees made to workers in collec
tive bargaining more meaningful, thereby pro
moting the confidence employees will put in 
labor-management negotiations. 

Third, the Commission should suggest 
changes to improve the portability of workers' 
benefit packages, which would match the 
trend of worker movement among jobs, and 
would help America's small businesses to 
compete both nationally and internationally. 

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING LAWS 

Unlike most of its major competitors, the 
United States lacks a comprehensive system 
for worker training. The primary Federal train
ing programs, JTPA and apprenticeship, ad
dress the fringes of worker training needs. 

First, the Commission should propose im
provements for Federal worker training assist
ance to increase the access of all Americans 
to training programs, and to establish greater 
national attention on addressing workers' 
needs in the transition from formal education 
to the workplace. 

Second, the Commission should propose 
changes to improve the lack of uniform defini
tions and requirements workers face when en
rolling in current Federal training programs. 

Third, the Commission should suggest 
guidelines to transfer the focus on our Federal 
training programs from providing minimal in
come maintenace to providing skills building 
opportunities. 

THE GOAL OF THE COMMISSION 

Most changes to the Nation's original labor 
laws have simply been piled upon the original 

laws, without any comprehensive review of the 
workplace needs of the day. The compilation 
of these laws has resulted in complexity, over
lap, and duplication. 

Today, the Nation faces the challenge of re
maining competitive in an increasingly com
petitive world economy. In order to respond to 
the challenge, the very foundation upon which 
the Nation's labor laws are laid must be up
dated. A Commission, set apart from the par
tisanship that has pervaded past efforts at re
form, can best guide this process. 

With the completion of the Commission's 
work, the Nation's ability to establish a na
tional consensus for labor law reform, and to 
evaluate, debate, and develop labor proposals 
in a comprehensive manner will be greatly en
hanced. 

IN SUPPORT OF INTERIOR APPRO
PRIATIONS MEASURE--H.R. 2686 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. ECKART] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ECKART. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to 
express my support for the Interior Appropria
tions measure, H.R. 2686. It contains nec
essary funding for many historically significant 
and technologically important programs, two of 
which are in my home State of Ohio. 

One such allowance is for the James A. 
Garfield National Historic Site, popularly 
known as Lawnfield. James A. Garfield, as 
you all know, was the 20th President of the 
United States. To commemorate President 
Garfield, Congress passed a law designating 
his home in Mentor, OH, as a national historic 
site. Since 1990, the Appropriations Commit
tee, and the Congress, has recognized the 
historical significance of Lawnfield and has 
provided the necessary funds to preserve and 
maintain this site for future generations. 

Second, the bill funds advanced short- and 
long-term battery research for electric vehi
cles. In my district, there is a small company 
called Eltech, which has been the lead re
searcher in the field of aluminum-air batteries. 

Aluminum-air research is important in that it 
is one of the few systems presently under de
velopment that would be capable of powering 
an electric vehicle for more than 300 miles be
tween charges. Even then, only water need be 
added. 

General Motors, Ford, and Chrysler have 
formed the U.S. Advanced Battery Consortium 
to develop a practical battery to meet the short 
term requirements of the Los Angeles Air 
Quality Board [AQB] initiative. The AQB initia
tive requires the use of electric vehicles to 
comply with strict smog control laws. Starting 
in 1998, 2 percent of all new cars sold in the 
State must be electric-roughly 40,000 electric 
vehicles, that year alone. This requirement 
grows to 1 0 percent of all new vehicle sales 
being electric by 2003-about 200,000 a year. 

The cumulative number of electric vehicles, 
roughly 520,000, constitutes a real, effective 
market for the electric vehicle industry. In fact, 
New York, the second largest auto market 
after California, has also effectively adopted 
the California standards as of 1993. 

The Interior appropriations measure funds 
advanced battery research at $55 million. This 
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is a worthwhile endeavor in that the report lan
guage allows small business, such as Eltech 
in Ohio, to compete with the big three in 
Michigan for scarce Federal dollars for worth
while research and development projects. 

Eltech's aluminum-air research is near com
mercial application. I continue to believe the 
program has excellent long-mission applica
tions. Furthermore, aluminum-air does not 
produce any environmentally detrimental emis
sions. 

This appropriation is a good bill. I wish to 
thank the chairman of the Interior Appropria
tions Subcommittee, Chairman YATES, for all 
the hard work both he and his staff have put 
in on this measure, and I urge my colleagues 
to vote for passage of this legislation. 

CRISIS IN YUGOSLAVIA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY], 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I come 
to the floor tonight to share with my 
colleagues my continuing concern 
about the political crisis in which the 
nation of Yugoslavia finds herself, and 
which threatens even within hours to 
push that nation to the brink of col
lapse. 

As my colleagues know, the Republic 
of Slovenia has announced its inten
tion to formally secede from Yugo
slavia tomorrow. The Republic of Cro
atia has announced its intention to fol
low suit within several days. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot emphasize 
enough how important it is that Yugo
slavia remain united during these very 
difficult and unstable times in Eastern 
Europe. 

As the nations of Western Europe 
throw down barriers within the con text 
of the EEC, and as the nations of East
ern Europe pull further away from 
their legacies of economic ruin and po
litical repression under their former 
Communist overlords, Yugoslavia to
night is moving in a backward direc
tion. 

Rather than tearing down barriers 
and pulling closer together, Yugo
slavias republics have come to the 
brink of cutting even the tenuous ties 
which continue to bind that nation. 

Both the Bush administration, 
through the personal visit to Belgrade 
last week of Secretary of State James 
Baker, and the members of the Euro
pean Community have warned Slovenia 
and Croatia that they will find neither 
diplomatic recognition nor economic 
assistance following a unilateral deci
sion on their part to quit the Yugoslav 
system and declare themselves inde
pendent. 

I credit all those who have been 
working feverishly over the past sev
eral hours and days to impress on the 
leaders of Slovenia and Croatia just 
how important a unified Yugoslavia is 
at this time. 

Certainly President Bush and the ad
ministration are to be commended for 

the very firm position that they have 
taken on this issue and their valuable 
contribution to those voices which are 
calling for Yugoslavia to remain united 
for the benefit of all of the citizens of 
that nation. 

Also deserving great credit for his 
leadership and statesmanship during 
this very difficult period is Yugoslav 
Prime Minister Ante Markovic. His ar
guments on behalf of the continued 
unity of his nation have been both elo
quent and persuasive, and certainly his 
efforts have been one of the few posi
tive signs on the horizon that give 
many of us hope that Yugoslavia will 
indeed be able to weather this latest 
storm. 

The fact that Mr. Markovic's eth
nicity is Croatian also gives credence 
to the fact that the issue of the unity 
of Yugoslavia is not one of Serb inter
ests versus Croat interests or Slove
nian interests versus Macedonian in
terests. 

All the people of Yugoslavia, in my 
opinion, have very high stakes in the 
nation of Yugoslavia, and perhaps no 
one has expounded the reasons for this 
as persuasively as Prime Minister 
Markovic, and I commend him for his 
leadership role during this time of cri
sis. 

Because the stakes are indeed so 
high, I would like to take a brief period 
of time this evening to share with my 
colleagues some of the reasons why I 
think it is so important for Yugoslavia 
to remain united at this time. 

I also will discuss why I strongly be
lieve that the destruction of Yugo
slavia at this very crucial time in the 
history of Eastern Europe is very dan
gerous, not only for the citizens of 
Yugoslavia, but for the stability of the 
entire region as well. 

Mr. Speaker, it always has been my 
personal belief that it is in the best in
terests of the United States and the 
West, as well as the people of Yugo
slavia, for that nation to remain united 
in some type of federal structure. 

I would note that in addition to this 
being the strong position of the Bush 
administration, this view has been 
shared by United States administra
tions since the end of World War I ac
tually, which is when the Kingdom of 
Slovenes, Creates, and Serbs was 
founded. And it was founded on a vol
untary basis, when the Slovenes and 
the Creates said they wanted to join up 
then with the Kingdom of Serbia. And 
also it has been true that this view has 
been shared since World War II by the 
European Community as well. 

But it is also a view that has come 
under increasing attack, not only with
in certain of the Republics of Yugo
slavia, but in some international cir
cles as well, especially as the most re
cent political crisis has worsened. 

With the collapse of Communist he
gemony in Eastern Europe, a 
nonaligned Yugoslavia serving as a 

buffer between Western Europe and the 
Warsaw Pact nations no longer has the 
military and political significance that 
it once did. 

It is my opinion, however, that as 
Eastern Europe and the Balkans begin 
to rebuild themselves after more than 
four decades of Communist mis
management, the stabilizing force of a 
united Yugoslavia in the region will be 
a significant factor to overall stability 
in that part of the world. 

This view is not one which I alone 
share. In a recent visit to Washington, 
the speaker of the Greek Parliament 
shared with me the concerns of his 
country about how the breakup of 
Yugoslavia could negatively impact 
upon the entire region of the world 
that is already strained from the mas
sive changes it has undergone in such a 
short period of time. 

But even if it were not for the West's 
security and stability interests in a 
continued united Yugoslavia, I very 
much believe that it is very important 
to the interests of Yugoslavia's citizens 
to remain united under a single um
brella. 

This is true first for economic rea
sons. An often told joke around Wash
ington is that in 2 years there will be 
seven nations in Europe; the ECC and 
the six Republics of Yugoslavia. This 
joke illustrates a very serious point. 

As I mentioned earlier, while the na
tions of Europe are tearing down bar
riers and becoming closer economic 
partners, for the Republics of Yugo
slavia to tear ties and move further 
apart would only work against all of 
their economic interests. 

But the Yugoslav people's interests 
in a continued united Yugoslavia runs 
deeper than economic interests. Peo
ples of the various ethnic groups which 
comprise Yugoslavia do not all live 
neatly in territories and republics in 
which they are the exclusive ethnic 
group. 

Rather, Yugoslavs of various ethnic
ities are scattered throughout each and 
every republic that comprises Yugo
slavia. Serbs live in Croatia and 
Bosnia, Croats live in Slovenia and 
Macedonia, Albanians and Hungarians 
live in Serbia, and the list goes on. 

A mere separation of the various re
publics will not end the ethnic con
troversies that plague Yugoslavia at 
the moment. Rather, it only will wors
en the situation for all minorities, 
since any institution with competence 
to intervene on their behalf will no 
longer exist. 

Mr. Speaker, it is very clear to me 
that while there is no easy solution to 
Yugoslavia's current crisis, one option 
that is simply no solution at all; name
ly, the destruction of that country. 

Now is the time for all concerned 
parties who have the future interests of 
the Yugoslav people at heart, as well as 
those of us who see Western interests 
in the region tied to the continued ex-
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istence of Yugoslavia, to join Prime 
Minister Markovic, President Bush, 
and the leaders of the European Com
munity in giving the Yugoslavs signs 
of our confidence and support. 

This body took a very important step 
in that direction last week during our 
consideration of the 1992r-93 foreign as
sistance authorization bill. As my col
leagues will recall, we included in that 
bill very strong language expressing 
the support of this body for Yugoslavia 
as a nation and as a federal system. 

In that same bill this House rejected 
amendments offered with the intent of 
weakening United States commitment 
to the Yugoslav system and in essence 
directing the United States to deal 
with the Yugoslav republics on an indi
vidual basis. 

This amendment when introduced 
caused great concern overseas, and I 
can tell you that the leaders whose ef
forts President Bush and many of us 
are supporting in the hopes of keeping 
Yugoslavia together were truly bol
stered by this body's action in reject
ing that language. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, the House 
showed great wisdom in rejecting, 
overwhelmingly rejecting, language la
beling the Serbians as the oppressors in 
Yugoslavia's troubled Province of 
Kosovo, and that that would appear to 
be the only area where there are ethnic 
problems. 

This vote, in addition to a similar 
one during the last Congress, was a 
clear sign that in this body campaigns 
of various kinds, including distortion 
and questionable statement cannot 
override the truth on issues of historic 
and human rights significance. 

In the final analysis, our actions last 
week provided the strongest possible 
support this House could express for 
Yugoslavia, and I do know that our ac
tions are appreciated by Prime Min
ister Markovic and are a positive step 
along this very treacherous road that 
Yugoslavia is walking in the fight for 
its survival. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleagues 
for allowing me to share my thoughts 
on this matter with the House. I know 
this is a subject about which many of 
us are concerned, as many personally 
have expressed those concerns to me. 

I am very pleased to have had the op
portunity this evening to go on record 
in reaffirming my support for a dec
ades-old venerable American policy of 
support for Yugoslavia, a nation which 
has been a longtime friend of the Unit
ed States. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO HONOR AND ASSIST AMER
ICAN INDIANS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from American Samoa [Mr. 
F ALEOMA V AEGA] is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
today I have taken out this special 
order to provide information concern
ing three pieces of legislation that I 
have introduced designed to honor and 
assist the American Indians. I have in
troduced House Joint Resolution 182 to 
set aside the month of November to 
honor the American Indian-people. The 
resolution is a recognition of the 
achievements of the native Americans 
as well as their contributions to the 
foundation and development of Amer
ica. I have also introduced H.R. 1690 to 
establish a native American university 
where young native Americans can 
pursue a higher education in an envi
ronment that is sensitive to their cul
ture and tradition. Mr. Speaker, I have 
also introduced H.R. 1996 which will 
provide for the election of four Amer
ican Indian delegates to the House of 
Representatives. It will correct an 
error that has been perpetuated for 200 
years and provide the native Ameri
cans with direct representation in Con
gress. 

Mr. Speaker, House Joint Resolution 
182, a bill designating November 1991, 
as National American Indian Heritage 
Month will not make up for the hard
ships suffered by the American Indians 
of the past or placate the Indians of the 
present, and it does not presume to do 
so. The time is long past for accusa
tions and finger pointing. Our country 
can never undo the damage it has done 
to the Indians. We cannot expect to 
repay the debts of our forefathers. In
stead we should focus on establishing a 
relationship with the Indians based on 
mutual trust, understanding and ac
ceptance. 

The American Indians have much to 
be honored for. Had it not been for the 
American Indians, the first Pilgrims 
would not have survived those first few 
years. It was through the Indians' 
knowledge of hunting, fishing, and 
farming that the first settlers learned 
to exist in this land, and it was 
through the generous nature of the In
dians that those people were able to 
make a home on this continent. Our 
children are taught about the Indians 
teaching the early settlers how to grow 
corn and squash, how to fertilize the 
ground to make it more productive, 
and how to utilize their crops in many 
different ways. Many of the social 
events of the early colonists can be 
traced to the Indian tribes in the area. 
Even the first Thanksgiving dinner was 
a tradition that the Indians had been 
practicing for many years. 

Mr. Speaker, the Revolutionary War 
would have been much different with
out the assistance of the Indians. They 
generously and uninhibitedly shared 
their knowledge of the land and freely 
gave advice concerning tactical and 
military strategies. Without this the 
Revolutionary War would have been 
much bloodier and much more tragic 
than it is recorded. 

It was the American Indians who led 
many troops through the woodlands 
and forests. It was their knowledge of 
the terrain that safely guided many of 
our soldiers through battles over unfa
miliar ground. It was the aid and as
sistance of the American Indians that 
helped Gen. George Washington and his 
troops through that terrible winter at 
Valley Forge; it was the American In
dians who brought those men food and 
medicine to help them survive. It was 
the American Indians who taught our 
soldiers warfare tactics and the art of 
ambush; the American Indians gave us 
that extra element of surprise that 
helped us win the War for Independ
ence. It is time to give credit where 
credit is due, and I hope this bill takes 
a step in that direction. 

Mr. Speaker, the Indians are also 
largely responsible for many of the 
principles that founded the Govern
ment of our great Nation. The Declara
tion of Independence and the Constitu
tion contain several of the principles 
that governed the great Indian 
confederacies. They believed in a bal
ance of power, a separation of powers 
as well as government by representa
tion. The American Indian held dear 
the idea of freedom of speech and the 
right to peaceably assemble. All of 
these ideas and principles were incor
porated into the political and social 
systems of various American Indian 
nations. 

In the 1500's an Indian of the Huron 
Tribe named Deganawidah had a dream 
about a wonderful tree, the tree of 
"great peace." The roots of the tree 
were made up of the Mohawk, Onon
daga, Cayuga, Seneca, and Oneida 
Tribes. Deganawidah traveled among 
the tribes and told them of his dream. 
Although the tribes were not on friend
ly terms they all realized the wisdom 
behind the tree of "great peace." Be
cause each of these tribes had fallen 
victim to larger neighboring tribes, 
they recognized the protection that 
could be found in unifying their pow
ers. Thus, almost 300 years before the 
establishment of the U.S. Constitution, 
the Iroquois Nation was formed. This 
nation was a democracy with an oral 
constitution and a governing council 
made up of representatives from each 
individual tribal state. 

In 1744, at a meeting of the Iroquois 
council. The great Chief Cansatego ad
vised the Virginia Colonial Governor: 

Our wise forefathers established union and 
amity between five nations. This has given 
us great weight and authority with our 
neighboring nations and by observing the 
same methods our wise forefathers have 
taken. You will acquire such strength and 
power. 

This democracy that we as Ameri
cans take so much pride in is a direct 
result of the previously successful 
model of the Iroquois confederacy. 
American ideals are rooted deeply in 
the ideas of the enlightenment with 
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philosophers the like of John Locke 
and John Stuart Mill. Let us give cred
it to the Indian people who had parallel 
ideas hundreds of years before. Let us 
give them a part of the homage we pay 
to the European and Greek philoso
phers credited with developing the idea 
of democracy. 

Mr. Speaker, the American Indian 
can lay claim to many of the medicinal 
cures in modern medicine. Many of the 
herbs and roots used by Indian healers 
are still used as the basis of some of 
the medical advancements to our mod
ern world. 

Mr. Speaker, American Indians have 
played a key role in the defense of this 
Nation. Since the time of the Revolu
tionary War the Indians have served 
this country. Whenever the call has 
gone out to help defend this Nation and 
all that it stands for. American Indians 
have answered that call in a far greater 
percentage than most other segments 
of our country. In World War II the 
Navajo Code Talkers were used to 
transmit messages in their own lan
guage which contributed to the secrecy 
of American military operations. Jack 
Montgomery, a Cherokee, and Ernest 
Childers, a Creek, both of the famous 
Thunderbird Division, were awarded 
the Congressional Medal of Honor in 
Europe. Ira Hayes, a marine from the 
Pima Tribe, helped raise the flag at 
Iwo Jima. An Osage from the Army Air 
Corps, Gen. Clarence Tinker, died in 
the Pacific, and Brummett Echohawk 
from the Pawnee used his expertise to 
train commandos in hand-to-hand com
bat. 

The American flag that symbolizes 
freedom and hope, the emblem of all we 
cherish as a nation, has covered count
less caskets containing the remains of 
American Indians who have died to 
protect the land that was once theirs. 
American Indians have died to defend 
the rights and freedoms that they held 
so dear in the hope that those rights 
and freedoms would one day be ex
tended without hesitation to them. Can 
we continue to deny them the honor 
they deserve? 

Mr. Speaker, the Indians today are 
faced with a generation of youth deal
ing with a serious identity crisis. 
Young American Indians are having 
difficulty defining who and what they 
are. They are faced with a culture that 
is slowly being overtaken by the mod
ern world yet they can find no accept
ance in a world that has for so long ig
nored them. Young Indians today are 
faced with declining cultures and a 
stereotype of all Indians as savage and 
bloodthirsty. Designating November as 
National American Indian Heritage 
Month will help to restore some meas
ure of pride and identity to these 
young people. It will provide the rec
ognition that every young child is hun
gry for. 

By setting aside a special time to 
honor American Indians and their cul-

ture. We will be letting the young Indi
ans of today know that we as a nation 
honor their heroes and their accom
plishments. We can help provide the 
young people with the hope to aspire to 
higher and more ambitious goals. We 
can help them find the courage to 
achieve their goals and in turn add 
their contribution to the needs of man
kind. 

Mr. Speaker, I firmly believe that by 
doing this we will be able to let future 
g,enerations of American Indians know 
that we respect who they are. That we 
take pride in their contributions and 
we can give back to them what history 
has tried to deny them. Their great 
cultural heritage and history. 

National American Indian Heritage 
Month will also provide an opportunity 
for non-Indians to better understand 
these people who have been a mystery 
for so long. It is time we faced up to 
our conscience and recognize the Amer
ican .Indians for what they are: an hon
orable people who have long been mis
understood, a people who desire to par
take of the same freedoms we enjoy, a 
people who want to live in peace with 
the land and their surroundings, a peo
ple who are humble and are struggling 
to retain the identity that has been 
taken away from them, and above all a 
people who laugh and love just as we 
do. 

In a book entitled, "Custer Died for 
Your Sins," Mr. Vine Deloria, Jr., ex
plains the Indian dilemma. Mr. Speak
er, I would like to share a quote from 
this book: 

The deep impression made upon American 
minds by the Indian struggle of the last cen
tury has made the con temporary Indian 
somewhat invisible compared with his ances
tors. * * * Indians are probably invisible be
cause of the tremendous amount of misin
formation about them. Most books about In
dians cover some abstract and esoteric topic 
of the last century. Contemporary books are 
predominantly by whites trying to solve the 
"Indian problem". Between the two extremes 
lives a dynamic people in a social structure 
of their own, asking only to be freed from 
cultural oppression. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time that we recog
nize that the American Indian is dif
ferent, not inferior or superior, but dif
ferent. Once again quoting from Mr. 
Deloria's book: 

One of the foremost differences separating 
white and Indian was simply one of origin. 
Whites derived predominately from western 
Europe. The earliest settlers on the Atlantic 
seaboard came from England and the low 
countries. For the most part they shared the 
common experiences of their people and 
dwelt within the world view which had domi
nated western Europe for over a millennium. 

Conversely Indians had always been in the 
Western Hemisphere. Life on this continent 
and views concerning it were not shaped in a 
post-Roman atmosphere. The entire outlook 
of the people was one of simplicity and mys
tery, not science or abstraction. The Western 
Hemisphere produced wisdom: Western Eu
rope produced knowledge. 

Perhaps this distinction seems too simple 
to mention. It is not. Many is the time I 

have sat in congressional hearings and heard 
the chairman of the committee crow about 
"our" great Anglo-Saxon heritage of law and 
order. Looking about the hearing room I saw 
row after row of full-blood Indians with 
blank expressions on their faces. As far as 
they were concerned, Sir Walter Raleigh was 
a brand of pipe tobacco that you got at the 
trading post. 

When we talk about European background, 
we are talking about feudalism, kings, 
queens, their divine right to rule their sub
jects, the Reformation, Christianity, the 
Magna Carta and all of the events that make 
up European history. 

American Indians do not share that herit
age. They do not look wistfully back across 
the seas to the old country. The Apache were 
not a Runnymede to make King John sign 
the Magna Carta. The Cherokee did not cre
ate English common law. The Pima had no 
experience with the rise of capitalism and in
dustrialism. The Blackfeet had no mon
asteries. No tribe has an emotional, histori
cal, or political relationship to events of an
other continent and age. 

Indians have had their own political his
tory which has shaped the outlook of the 
tribes. There were great confederacies 
throughout the country before the time of 
the white invader. The eastern Iroquois 
formed a strong league because as single 
tribes they had been weak and powerless 
against larger tribes. The Deep South was 
controlled by three confederacies: The 
Creeks with their town system, the Natchez, 
and the Powhattan confederation which ex
tended into tidelands Virginia. The Pequots 
and their cousins the Mohicans controlled 
the area of Connecticut, Massachusetts, 
Rhode Island, and Long Island. 

True Democracy was more prevalent 
among Indian tribes in pre-Columbian days 
than it has been since. Despotic power was 
abhorred by tribes that were loose combina
tions of hunting parties rather than political 
entities. 

Conforming their absolute freedom to fit 
rigid European political forms has been 
every difficult for most tribes, but on the 
whole they have managed to make the 
change with varying degrees of success. 
Under the Indian Reorganization Act. Indian 
people have generally created a modern ver
sion of the old tribal political structure and 
yet have been able to develop comprehensive 
reservation programs many of which com
pare favorably with governmental structures 
anywhere. 

Mr. Speaker, before we can coexist 
peacefully we need to recognize and ac
cept the fact that the Indians have a 
different origin and realize that this 
difference does not make their customs 
and beliefs wrong. Once we can accept 
this fact we can come to the point 
where we realize that we are all mem
bers of the human race. Let us give the 
American Indian a reason to hold on to 
the hope that they will one day live in 
peace and harmony with themselves 
and with their non-Indian brothers and 
sisters. The Indian culture is one that 
we have not understood and it is time 
that we acknowledge that fact. 

The proposed Native American In
dian Heritage Month is an attempt to 
acknowledge the Indians and their con
tributions to the legacy that is Amer
ica. It is an attempt to restore the In
dian heritage to its rightful place in 
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American history. House Joint Resolu
tion 182 proposes to set aside the 
month of November to commemorate 
the achievements of the Indians, both 
past and present. November is the 
month that concludes the traditional 
harvest season of the American Indians 
and was generally a time of celebration 
and thanksgiving. With the approach of 
the 500th anniversary of the arrival of 
Columbus in the Western Hemisphere, 
National American Indian Heritage 
Month provides an opportunity for the 
people of the United States to consider 
and reflect upon our Nation's relation
ship with the American Indians of 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time that we pay 
attention to the educational needs of 
the American Indians. It is time to no
tice the 43-percent high school gradua
tion rate and the underrepresentation 
of American Indians in institutions of 
higher education. It is time for this 
country to do something about it. 

American Indians have a 45-percent 
poverty rate and a 35-percent unem
ployment rate. They have chronic 
problems with drugs and alcohol. The 
rate of teen-age pregnancy in many In
dian communities exceeds the rate at 
the national level. How much longer 
can we let this tragedy continue? I 
firmly believe that the American Indi
ans can pull themselves out of their 
problems if given the right opportuni
ties. Higher education is the most im
portant of these opportunities. 

Currently there are 24 tribally oper
ated community colleges in the United 
States. These 24 colleges have a popu
lation of approximately 2 million na
tive Americans to educate. By contrast 
the black community in this country 
has at its disposal over 160 colleges and 
universities. 

Mr. Speaker, we often hear that Indi
ans have a negative attitude toward 
education, and indeed to many they 
would seem to be apathetic at best. I 
submit that the educational needs of 
American Indians are different from 
those of mainstream society because of 
their cultural background. Most of the 
efforts being made today to educate 
the American Indians compromise or 
contradict traditional cultural values. 
Many students of BIA-funded schools 
do not speak English as their first lan
guage. Many come from some environ
ments where poverty and joblessness 
are pervasive. 

Mr. Speaker, with a history like this 
there is little incentive for native 
American youth to pursue an edu
cation. A more positive perspective to
ward education needs to be created. 
The American Indians need to have ac
cess to an educational system that con
forms to and enhances their way of life. 
Increased autonomy over the tribal 
schools is one step toward realizing 
this goal. The establishment of a na
tional American Indian university is 
another. 

The American Indians need direct 
control over educational institutions 
serving their children. They want some 
method of strengthening the partner
ship between communities and edu
cational systems. We need to encour
age the continuing education of native 
Americans by establishing a link be
tween native American culture and 
education. In every instance where this 
link has been established. The results 
have been successful. A 1989 issue of 
education week provides the following: 

In the mid-1800's * * * the Choctaws of Mis
sissippi and Oklahoma had supervised a sys
tem of about 200 schools and academies. The 
Cherokee of Oklahoma, using an alphabet de
veloped by the tribal leader Sequoyah, 
achieved a literacy rate of 90 percent during 
the 1850's. 

In 1979, the Zuni Tribe in New Mexico con
cluded a decade-long study that found more 
than 40 percent of school-age children were 
not enrolled in school. That same year, Zuni 
high school graduated recorded average 
scores just above the 8th grade level on the 
State's comprehensive test of basic skills. 

Ten years later, Superintendent Hayes 
Lewis of the Zuni Public Schools proudly 
cites an annual dropout rate of only 3 per
cent and a 34-percent college-attendance rate 
among 1988's high school graduates. 

He attributes the turnabound to the tribe's 
decision to break away from a large public
school district and establish its own 
reservationwide district. 

Mr. Speaker, the combination of cul
ture and education really do work; 
however, the native Amerians need the 
proper funding to institute such 
changes. Although there exist 24 trib
ally operated colleges, they are grossly 
underfunded and are struggling to meet 
the educational needs of native Amer
ican students. 

By establishing a national American 
Indian university we can encourage na
tive Americans to further their edu
cation by offering a unique program of 
study that will not only enhance their 
self-esteem but break through the bar
riers and social obstacles that they 
have been faced with. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the native 
American university would also help 
promote America's appreciation of na
tive American cultural and social val
ues. An institution of this kind would 
give young native Americans a place to 
learn without giving up their identities 
and would help them develop pride in 
their rich and unique cultural heritage. 
A native American university would 
help to correct the underrepresentation 
of the American Indians in the arena of 
higher education. 

To this end, I have introduced legis
lation to establish a native American 
university. H.R. 1690 is an attempt to 
ameliorate the problems faced by the 
native American youth. A board of 
trustees is to be appointed by the Sec
retary of the Interior to staggered 4-
year terms. The university is to pro
vide a focal point at which native 
Americans could pursue higher degrees 
within the context of a system which 

would promote a strong cultural iden
tity. The autonomy of the board of di
rectors will contribute to an edu
cational curriculum that takes into ac
count the unique cultural background 
of its students. 

The Secretary of the Interior shall 
designate a site that meets with the 
consent of the board of directors. The 
land shall be located within the con
tinental United States in an area that 
provides the maximum opportunity for 
native Americans to attend. I am pro
posing that $30 million be appropriated 
for fiscal year 1993 and $20 million for 
each of the 5 succeeding fiscal years. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that we have 
come to the point where we need to ad
dress the issue of Indian representation 
in Congress. The great Indian 
confederacies utilized the principle of 
representation in their governing bod
ies. The larger nations were made up of 
a union of smaller States. Each State 
had representatives in the governing 
council. For 200 years the native Amer
ican people have not had direct rep
resentation in Congress and it is time 
that this mistake was rectified. 

Since 1794 there have been many 
nonvoting delegates to Congress from 
various territories or possessions. Ar
thur St. Clair, former president of the 
Continental Congress and Governor of 
the Northwest Territory in 1799, de
scribed the role of these delegates. 

This is, gentlemen, a right of no small con
sequence. For there are many matters of 
considerable importance to the people that 
must come before and be decided on by Con
gress, and can only be advantageously 
brought forward and managed by their dele
gate, who although he will have no vote, will 
not be without influence. And, for the mem
bers unaquainted with our circumstances, 
will naturally be resorted to: and he will 
have an equal right with the members of the 
States that compose the Union to propose 
for their consideration any law that may ap
pear to be useful to the Nation or to the ter
ritory. 

In the treaties with the Delaware Nation 
in 1778 and with the Cherokee people in 1785, 
provisions were made for Indian delegates to 
Congress. These provision were never imple
mented. The native Americans need to be 
provided with a voice in this venerable body. 
They need to be provided with the means to 
have their concerns heard and their needs 
met. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1996 will provide 
for the election of four American In
dian delegates to the House of Rep
resentatives. These representatives 
shall be selected on a basis as deter
mined by the Secretary of the Interior. 
The individuals shall meet all the 
qualifications necessary for being a 
Member of this body as well as being 
enrolled members of an Indian tribe 
recognized by the Federal or a State 
Government. With representation in 
Congress, I believe that the Congress 
will be better able to provide more ap
propriate legislation to meet the needs 
of this long neglected society. We need 
to involve the Indians more before we 
legislate to solve their problems. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to: 

Mr. RHODES (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of illness in the 
family. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mrs. BENTLEY) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 60 min
utes each day, on July 8, 9, 12, 15, 19, 22, 
23, 24, 25, 26, 29, 30, and 31. 

Mr. GUNDERSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCEWEN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MACHTLEY, for 60 minutes, on 

July 9. 
Mrs. BENTLEY, for 60 minutes each 

day on July 9, 10, 11, 16, 17, and 18. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mrs. MINK) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. ECKART, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MARTINEZ, for 60 minutes, on 

June 26. 
Mr. OBERSTAR, for 60 minutes, on 

June 28. 
Mr. Russo, for 60 .minutes each day, 

on July 9, 10, 16, 17, 23, 24, 30, and 31. 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, for 60 minutes 

each day, on June 26 and 27. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. DE LUGO, during debate on H.R. 
2686 in the Committee of the Whole 
today. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mrs. BENTLEY) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. GILMAN. 
Mr. WELDON in two instances. 
Ms. ROB-LEHTINEN. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD in two instances. 
Mr. GoODLING. 
Mr. RHODES. 
Mr. GINGRICH. 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
Mr. WYLIE. 
Mr. LEWIS of California. 
Mr. THOMAS of California. 
Mr. FAWELL. 
Mr. SOLOMON in two instances. 
Mr. BLAZ. 
Mr. RITTER. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
Mr. MILLER of Washington. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mrs. MINK) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. MATSUI in four instances. 

Mr. KILDEE in two instances. 
Mr. MARKEY. 
Mr. RAHALL in two instances. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. 
Mr. SIKORSKI. 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. 
Mr. DOWNEY . . 
Mr. HOYER. 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. 
Mr. RICHARDSON. 
Mrs. BOXER. 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. 
Mr. WEISS. 
Ms. NORTON. 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. 
Mr. DONNELLY. 
Mr. PEASE. 
Mr. HUBBARD. 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 
A bill of the Senate of the following 

title was taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 1106. An Act to amend the Individuals 
With Disabilities Education Act to strength
en such act, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. F ALEOMA VAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 

I move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 9 o'clock and 40 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Wednesday, June 26, 1991, at 10 
a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1616. A letter from the Secretary of Agri
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation to amend the act of August 30, 1890 
and the act of March 4, 1907 to eliminate the 
provisions for permanent annual appropria
tions to support land grant university in
struction in the food and agricultural 
science; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

1617. A letter from the Department of De
fense, transmitting an assessment by an or
ganization outside the Department of the 
staff requirements of the Assistant Sec
retary of Defense for Special Operations and 
Low Intensity Conflict; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

1618. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9--46, "Closing of Public 
Alleys in Square 569, S.O. 8~22, Act of 1991". 
and Report, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

1619. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9--45, "Real Property Clari
fication Temporary Amendment Act of 1991", 
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

1620. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmi~ting a 

copy of D.C. Act 9--44, "Sursum Corda Coop
erative Association, Inc., Temporary Act of 
1991", pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

1621. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9--43, "Omnibus Budget Sup
port Temporary Act of 1991", pursuant to 
D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

1622. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
copies of the original report of political con
tributions of Frank G. Wisner, of the Dis
trict of Columbia, career member of the Sen
ior Foreign Service, class of Minister-Coun
selor, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States to the 
Republic of the Philippines, and members of 
his family, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1623. A letter from the Department of 
State, transmitting a report pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 4831; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

1624. A letter from the Western Farm Cred
it Bank, transmitting the annual report for 
the Eleventh Farm Credit District Employ
ee's Retirement Plan, including the financial 
report, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 9503(a)(1)(B); to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

1625. A letter from the Administrator, Gen
eral Services Administration, transmitting a 
copy of a prospectus for the proposed leasing 
of One Judiciary Square, 441 Fourth Street 
NW, Washington, DC, for the Department of 
Justice, pursuant to 40 U .S.C. 606(a); to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

1626. A letter from the Administrator, Gen
eral Services Administration, transmitting 
copies of prospectuses proposing building 
projects, pursuant to 40 U.S.C. 606(a); to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

1627. A letter from the Acting Under Sec
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
the report on Department of Defense Pro
curement from Small and Other Business 
Firms for the period October 1990 through 
March 1991, pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 639(d); to 
the Committee on Small Business. 

1628. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a copy of 
a proclamation that extends nondiscrim
inatory treatment to the products of the 
Mongolian People's Republic; also enclosed 
is the text of the "Agreement on Trade Rela
tions Between the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government of 
the Mongolian People's Republic, pursuant 
to 19 U.S.C. 2437(a) (H. Doc. No. 102-104); to 
the Committee on Ways and Means and or
dered to be printed. 

1629. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a copy of 
a proclamation that extends nondiscrim
inatory treatment to the products of theRe
public of Bulgaria; also enclosed is the text 
of the "Agreement on Trade Relations Be
tween the Government of the United States 
of America and the Government of the Re
public of Bulgaria, pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 
2437(a) (H. Doc. No. 102-105); to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means and ordered to be 
printed. 

1630. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to amend the Social Se
curity Act and the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to make changes related to the old-age, 
survivors, and disability insurance program 
and the supplemental security income pro-
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gram, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

1631. A letter from the Secretary of Veter
ans Affairs, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend section 3413 of title 12, 
United States Code, to add an exception au
thorizing financial institutions to disclose to 
the Department of Veterans Affairs the 
names and current addresses of their cus
tomers who are receiving payments, by di
rect deposit of electronic funds transfer into 
their accounts, of compensation, dependency 
and indemnity compensation, or pension 
benefits under title 38, United States Code; 
jointly, to the Committees on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs and Veterans' Af
fairs. 

1632. A letter from the Director, Office of 
National Drug Control Policy, transmitting 
a draft of proposed legislation to expand the 
Nation's drug treatment capacity, promote 
drug-free and safe schools, require statewide 
drug abuse prevention and treatment plans, 
and ensure that new Federal grant dollars 
provided for treatment services do not dis
place State dollars; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Energy and Commerce and Education 
and Labor. 

1633. A letter from the Secretary of State, 
transmitting the administration's views on 
China's human rights, proliferation and 
trade practices; jointly, to . the Committees 
on Ways and Means and Foreign Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MONTGOMERY: Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs. H.R. 2280. A bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to extend and im
prove veterans' health care programs; with 
amendments (Rept. 102-130). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House of the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. BROWN: Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. H.R. 2282. A bill to 
amend the National Science Foundation Au
thorization Act of 1988, and for other pur
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 102-131). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. CARDIN: 
H.R. 2742. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to simplify the application 
of the tax laws with respect to employee ben
efit plans, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself, Mr. SoL
OMON, Ms. PELOSI, and Ms. SLAUGH
TER of New York): 

H.R. 2743. A bill to amend the Tariff Act of 
1930 to require the Secretary of the Treasury 
to impose civil penalties for the importation 
or transportation of goods made in a foreign 
country with the use of forced labor, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on Ways and Means, the Judiciary, and En
ergy and Commerce. 

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself, Mr. SOL
OMON, Ms. ·PELOSI, and Ms. SLAUGH
TER of New York, and Mr. HALL of 
Ohio): 

H.R. 2744. A bill to prohibit the entry into 
the United States of items produced, grown, 
or manufactured in the People's Republic of 
China with the use of forced labor; jointly, to 
the Committees on Ways and Means and For
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana: 
H.R. 2745. A bill to amend the Airport and 

Airway Improvement Act of 1982 to authorize 
reimbursement of certain expenditures by 
operators of privately owned reliever air
ports; to the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation. 

By Mrs. COLLINS of illinois (for her
self, Mr. KOSTMAYER, and Mr. 
TORRES): 

H.R. 2746. A bill to develop, assist, and sta
bilize recycling markets; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. GONZALEZ (for himself and 
Mr. WYLIE (both by request), and 
Mrs. ROUKEMA): 

H.R. 2747. A bill to improve the supervision 
and regulation with respect to financial safe
ty and soundness of the Federal National 
Mortgage Association and the Federal Home 
Loan Mortgage Corporation and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. DONNELLY: 
H.R. 2748. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to require recomputations 
of depreciation determined under the income 
forecast method, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GOODLING: 
H.R. 2749. A bill to amend the Urban Mass 

Transportation Act of 1964 to authorize the 
Secretary of Transportation to make grants 
for the provision of transportation to indi
viduals with disabilities who hold jobs or are 
seeking jobs in typical work environments; 
to the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. PANETTA: 
H.R. 2750. A bill to improve the manage

ment of the Federal Government by estab
lishing an Office of Federal Management in 
the Executive Office of the President, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

By Mr. GUNDERSON: 
H.R. 2751. A bill to establish the National 

Commission on American Labor Law; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina: 
H.R. 2752. A bill to transfer certain lands 

placed within the Cape Hatteras National 
Seashore because of an erroneous survey to 
those individuals claiming the lands; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. KOLTER: 
H.R. 2753. A bill to amend the Motor Vehi

cles Information and Cost Savings Act tore
quire that passenger motor vehicle repair 
businesses supply customers with informa
tion respecting the origin of parts installed 
and the cost of available parts, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. LEACH (for himself and Mr. 
PENNY): 

H.R. 2754. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 to modifying its haying and graz
ing provisions; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mr. SoL
OMON Mr. WOLPE, and Mr. STARK): 

H.R. 2755. A bill to amend the Atomic En
ergy Act of 1954 to restrict exports of nuclear 

items to nonnuclear weapon states, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on Foreign Affairs and Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MINETA (for himself, Mr. 
WHITTEN, Mr. MCDADE, and Mr. 
CLAY): 

H.R. 2756. A bill to authorize the Board of 
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution to 
plan and design and extension of the Na
tional Air and Space Museum to be located 
at Washington Dulles International Airport, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

By Mr. MINETA (for himself, Mr. 
WHITTEN, and Mr. MCDADE): 

H.R. 2757. A bill to authorize the Board of 
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution to 
acquire land for watershed protection at the 
Smithsonian Environmental Research Cen
ter, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on House Administration. 

H.R. 2758. A bill to authorize the Board of 
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution to 
acquire an administrative service center, 
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com
mittees on House Administration and Public 
Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. MOODY (for himself, Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. OBEY, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, and Mr. 
ATKINS): 

H.R. 2759. A bill to condition the extension 
of nondiscriminatory [MFN] treatment to 
China in 1992 upon the determination that 
the Government of that country does not 
support or administer programs of coercive 
abortion or involuntary sterilization; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MOODY (for himself and Mr. 
GUNDERSON): 

H.R. 2760. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to provide an exception 
from the early distribution penalty for any 
qualified retirement plan distribution which 
is required on account of financial hardship; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MRAZEK (for himself and Mr. 
TORRICELLI): 

H.R. 2761. A bill to establish a National 
Magnetic Levitation Design Program, and 
for other purposes; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Public Works and Transportation, 
Energy and Commerce, and Science, Space, 
and Technology. 

By Mr .. PEASE: 
H.R. 2762. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Defense to give priority to the Federal Bu
reau of Prisons in transferring real property 
or facilities at military installations being 
closed or realigned; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Armed Services, Government Oper
ations, and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RAHALL (for himself, Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH, Mr. BREWSTER, and Mr. 
MCCURDY): 

H.R. 2763. A bill to enhance geologic map
ping of the United States, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

By Mr. RAMSTAD: 
H.R. 2764. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 

Standards Act of 1938 to provide that an em
ployee shall not be paid overtime compensa
tion for overtime hours worked without au-· 
thorization; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. RAMSTAD (for himself, Mr. 
DUNCAN, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. HORTON, 
Mr. RITTER, Mr. CAMP, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis
sissippi, Mr. REGULA, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, and Mr. SANTORUM): 

H.R. 2765. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to allow taxpayers to des-
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ignate $1 of their income tax liability and 
some or all of their income tax refunds, and 
to contribute additional amounts, to be used 
for purposes of financing drug abuse edu
cation programs; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER: 
H.R. 2766. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to exclude from the Social 
Security tax on self-employment income cer
tain amounts received by insurance salesmen 
after retirement; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him
self, Mr. DREIER of California, and 
Mr. SAXTON): 

H.R. 2767. A bill to amend the Comprehen
sive Environmental Response, Compensa
tion, and Liability Act of 1980 [Superfund] to 
provide that municipalities and other per
sons shall not be liable under that act for the 
generation or transportation of municipal 
solid waste; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. THOMAS of California (for him~ 
self, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
MINETA, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. VANDER 
JAGT, Mr. SUNDQUIST, and Mr. 
MCGRATH): 

H.R. 2768. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to provide for fair treat
ment of small property and casualty insur
ance companies; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. WALKER: 
H.R. 2769. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on certain mounted television lenses; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BROWN (for himself, Mr. MONT
GOMERY, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. HOR
TON, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. 
PERKINS, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. ABERCROM
BIE, Mr. REED, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. SWETT and Mr. GUAR
INI): 

H.J. Res. 280. Joint resolution to designate 
the week beginning November 10, 1991, as 
"Hire a Veteran Week"; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. GEPHARDT (for himself and 
Mr. MICHEL) (both by request): 

H.J. Res. 281. Joint resolution approving 
the extensions of nondiscriminatory treat
ment with respect to the products of the 
Mongolian People's Republic; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H.J. Res. 282. Joint resolution approving 
the extension of nondiscriminatory treat
ment with respect to the products of the 
People's Republic of Bulgaria; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HYDE: 
H.J. Res. 283. Joint resolution to designate 

the week beginning June 21, 1992, as "Child 
Support Enforcement Awareness Week"; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

By Mr. MARKEY: 
H.J. Res. 284. Joint resolution to designate 

the second week in April as "National Public 
Safety Telecommunicators Week"; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. ZIMMER (for himself, Mr. AL
LARD, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. GoBS, Mr. HOB
SON, Mr. HOLLOWAY, Mr. LIVINGSTON, 
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
SAXTON, and Mr. ZELIFF): 

H.J. Res. 285. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution to provide 
for a balanced budget for the U.S. Govern
ment and for greater accountability in the 
enactment of tax legislation and to allow an 
item veto of appropriation bills; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 
H. Res. 183. Resolution providing for the 

consideration of the bill (H.R. 1400) the 
"Comprehensive Violent Crime Control Act 
of 1991"; to the Committee on Rules. 

H. Res. 184. Resolution commending the 
Reserve components of the U.S. Armed 
Forces who were called to active duty within 
the United States during the Persian Gulf 
conflict; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule :XXIT, memori

als were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

202. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Senate of the State of Maine, relative to the 
Centers for Disease Control's surveillance 
definition of AIDS be revised and expanded; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

203. Also, memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Maine, relative to Federal funding 
for family planning; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule :XXIT, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 25: Mr. ESPY, Mr. MORRISON, and Mr. 
OLIN. 

H.R. 50: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ANDERSON, 
Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BONIOR, Mrs. 
CoLLINS of Illinois, Mr. cox of Illinois, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DIXON, Mr. DYM
ALLY, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. FRANK 
of Massachusetts, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. GoN
ZALEZ, Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. LEHMAN 
of Florida, Ms. NORTON, Mr. PANETTA, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
STUDDS, Mr. TOWNS, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. WAX
MAN, Mr. WOLPE, and Mr. YATES. 

H.R. 74: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. DWYER of New Jer
sey, and Mr. WILSON. 

H.R. 118: Mr. LEHMAN of Florida and Mr. 
KOSTMAYER. 

H.R. 148: Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. HOYER, and Mr. 
WOLF. 

H.R. 150: Mr. SHAW. 
H.R. 261: Mr. LUKEN, Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. 

MACHTLEY, Mr. COLEMAN of Texas, Mr. HALL 
of Ohio, Mr. SHARP, Mr. MCMILLEN of Mary
land, Mr. Goss, Mr. WYLIE, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. 
BRYANT, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mrs. MINK, 
Mr. PEASE, Mr. ANDREWS of Maine, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. GEJDENSON, and 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 

H.R. 319: Mr. BONIOR. 
H.R. 330: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and 

Mr. CLAY. 
H.R. 415: Mr. GINGRICH. 
H.R. 446: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina and 

Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 585: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 710: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. 

REED, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. HYDE, Mr. PAXON, Mr. 
CHAPMAN, and Mr. PETERSON of Florida. 

H.R. 763: Mr. ESPY and Mr. FOGLIETTA. 
H.R. 793: Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. WILSON, Mr. 

SOLARZ, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. McEWEN, 
Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. CARDIN, 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, and Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 800: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. 
OWENS of New York, Mr. DWYER of New Jer
sey, Mr. WISE, Mr. ROE, Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
LANCASTER, Mr. RAVENEL, Mrs. LLOYD, Mrs. 
LOWEY of New York, Mr. CHAPMAN, and Mr. 
FASCELL. 

H.R. 840: Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. WISE, 
Mr. SAWYER, Mr. EcKART, Mr. MCEwEN, Mr. 
AUCOIN, Mr. GoRDON, and Mr. MOLLOHAN. 

H.R. 888: Mr. DELLUMS. 
H.R. 944: Mr. KANJORSKI and Mr. ZIMMER. 
H.R. 1031: Mr. RAMSTAD. 
H.R. 1084: Ms. NORTON and Mr. Cox of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 1115: Mr. KOPETSKI and Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 1145: Mr. MILLER of California. 
H.R. 1184: Mr. HANSEN. 
H.R. 1188: Mr. WOLPE. 
H.R. 1197: Mr. COLEMAN of Texas, Mr. DER

RICK, Mrs. LOWEY of New York, Mr. 
MCGRATH, Mr. RAY, Mr. REED, Mr. ROSE, and 
Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. 

H.R. 1216: Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 1241: Mr. BAKER, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. 

WASHINGTON, and Mr. WYLIE. 
H.R. 1277: Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr. 

ROSE, Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado, Mr. V ALEN
TINE, Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. COBLE, Mr. ALEX
ANDER, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. PURSELL, Mr. 
LAUGHLIN, Mr. LEHMAN of California, Mr. 
GAYDOS, and Mrs. MINK. 

H.R. 1300: Mr. RAHALL. 
H.R. 1348: Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. ESPY, Mr. 

PACKARD, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
NAGLE, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. HATCHER, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. KOPETSKI, and Mr. 
SCHIFF. 

H.R. 1406: Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. 
MARLENEE, Mr. MORRISON, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. 
YOUNG of Florida, Mr. SHAW, Mr. FISH, Mr. 
NATCHER, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. KOSTMAYER, and 
Mr. MURPHY. 

H.R. 1430: Mr. MORAN and Mr. OLVER. 
H.R. 1450: Mr. WALSH, Mr. LARocco, Mr. 

SMITH of Texas, Mr. PRICE, and Mr. FLAKE. 
H.R. 1515: Mrs. LOWEY of New York, Mr. 

EVANS, Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. MILLER of Wash
ington, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. CAR
PER, Mr. OWENS of New York, Mr. DoRNAN of 
California, Mr. HORTON, Mr. NAGLE, Mr. FAS
CELL, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
STALLINGS, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, 
and Mr. BONIOR. 

H.R. 1516: Mr. WILSON and Mr. PETERSON of 
Florida. 

H.R. 1523: Mr. MARLENEE and Mr. BROOM
FIELD. 

H.R. 1531: Mr. ECKART, Mr. YOUNG of Alas
ka, and Mr. COSTELLO. 

H.R. 1570: Mr. FISH, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. 
WISE, Mr. WILSON, Mr. GEREN of Texas, Mr. 
SOLOMON, and Mr. GINGRICH. 

H.R. 1608: Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. SMITH 
of New Jersey, Mr. SHAW, Mr. DYMALLY, and 
Mr. WILSON. . 

H.R. 1663: Mr. MCCLOSKEY. 
H.R. 1719: Mr. PRICE and Mr. ARMEY. 
H.R. 1771: Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. 

GILCHREST, Mr. GRADISON, Mr. MACHTLEY, 
Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PEASE, Mr. PRICE, Mr. 
VALENTINE, and Mr. WYLIE. 

H.R. 1779: Mr. SERRANO and Mr. NATCHER. 
H.R. 1802: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 1820: Mr. KOLTER, Mr. FORD of Ten

nessee, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. DICKS, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. MILLER of Washington, antl Mr. 
WOLPE. 

H.R. 1840: Mr. BAKER. 
H.R. 1968: Mr. CAMPBELL of California. 
H.R. 2008: Mr. ZIMMER and Mr. Cox of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 2011: Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 2029: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 2030: Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 2076: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. STARK, Ms. 

KAPTUR, Mr. ESPY, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. 
TORRES, and Mr. SERRANO. 

H.R. 2188: Mr. HUNTER. 
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H.R. 2212: Ms. DELAURO and Mr. RAMSTAD. 
H.R. 2222: Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. Cox of Cali

fornia, Mr. ARMEY, and Mr. KOLBE. 
H.R. 2243: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. TOWNS, and 

Mr. DELLUMS. 
H.R. 2279: Mr. OLVER, Mr. GEJDENSON, and 

Mr. LANTOS. 
H.R. 2298: Mr. JONTZ, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 

DELLUMS, Mr. HAYES of illinois, Mr. LEHMAN 
of Florida, Mr. STARK, Mr. EMERSON, and Mr. 
TRAFICANT. 

H.R. 2305: Mr. PETRI. 
H.R. 2315: Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. SLATTERY, 

and Mr. LEVINE of California. 
H.R. 2333: Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. LEACH, and 

Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 2363: Mr. MINETA, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. 

BILBRAY, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. ALLARD, and Mr. 
MFUME. 

H.R. 2380: Mr. KOSTMAYER and Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 2391: Mr. BLAZ. 
H.R. 2392: Mr. BLAZ. 
H.R. 2452: Mr. PENNY, Mr. MILLER of Cali

fornia, and Mr. WILSON. 
H.R. 2499: Mr. KYL, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 

MARTIN, Mr. BROWN, and Mr. SMITH of Flor
. ida. 

H.R. 2511: Mr. KOLTER, Mr. KLUG, Mrs. 
LOWEY of New York, and Mr. ESPY. 

H.R. 2513: Mr. ECKART and Mr. MURTHA. 
H.R. 2515: Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. NEAL of North 

Carolina, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
NOWAK, and Mr. KANJORSKI. 

H.R. 2542: Mr. DWYER of New Jersey and 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. 

H.R. 2553: Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 2578: Mr. MCCLOSKEY. 
H.R. 2579: Mr. GILLMOR. 
H.R. 2584: Mrs. LLOYD and Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 2598: Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. 

ZIMMER, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. RoTH, Mr. Jeffer
son, Mr. McMILLAN of North Carolina, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. TRAFICANT. 

H.R. 2629: Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. 
HORTON, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. LI
PINSKI, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
SCHEUER, Mr. MAVROULES, and Mr. BRUCE. 

H.R. 2630: Ms. ROB-LEHTINEN, Mr. 
MCGRATH, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. WEISS, Mr. BERMAN, 
Mr. HORTON, Mr. GREEN of New York, Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. HYDE. 

H.R. 2737: , Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. 
H.J. Res. 1: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. CAMPBELL of 

California, Mr. CARPER, Mr. Cox of illinois, 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. MORRISON, Mr. PA
NETTA, Mr. PRICE, and Mr. WISE. 

H.J. Res. 152: Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. 
LIPINSKI, and Mr. Cox of California. 

H.J. Res. 212: Mr. HUGHES, Mr. MACHTLEY, 
Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. HUBBARD, 
Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. WOLF, 
Mr. MCDADE, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. PURSELL, Mr. MFUME, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. 
MCMILLEN of Maryland, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
BACCHUS, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. RoB
ERTS, Mr. ANTHONY, and Mr. DWYER of New 
Jersey. 

H.J. Res. 239: Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland, 
Mr. COX of illinois, Mr. ASPIN, Mr. TOWNS, 
and Mr. WILLIAMS. 

H.J. Res. 241: Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. FISH, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. MFUME. 

H.J. Res. 263: Mr. JONES of Georgia, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
BUSTAMANTE, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. JEFFER
SON, Mrs. SCHROEDER, and Mr. SPRATT. 

H.J. Res. 264: Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. 
BUSTAMANTE, Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. 
FUSTER, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. GoODLING, Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO, Mr. MOODY, Mrs. MORELLA, 
Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. ORTON, Mr. PAYNE of Vir
ginia, Mr. SHA YS, and Mr. CARPER. 

H. Con. Res. 96: Mr. FISH. 
H. Con. Res. 146: Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. 

WEBER, and Mr. ESPY. 

H. Con. Res. 150: Mr. DORGAN of North Da
kota, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. JONTZ, 
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Ms. PELOSI, 
Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. TRAFI
CANT. 

H. Con. Res. 168: Mr. DORGAN of North Da
kota, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER, Mr. COX of illinois, Mr. PETER
SON of Florida, Mrs. MORELLA, and Mr. 
TOWNS. 

H. Con. Res. 170: Mr. BALLENGER and Mr. 
SCHAEFER. 

H. Res. 87: Mr. JACOBS. 
H. Res. 167: Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. PALLONE, and 

Mr. SANGMEISTER. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 2510: Mr. MATSUI. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's 
desk and referred as follows: 

94. By the SPEAKER: Petition of 
Fraternos Del Torito, relative to the conflict 
in the Persian Gulf; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

95. Also, petition of Robert William Peters 
of Florida, relative to a common law peti
tion for a writ of habeas corpus; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 
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